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PREFATORY NOTE 


It is the purpose of this official publication to make available to 
the public, in an orderly and accessible form, decisions issued 
under regulatory laws administered by the Department of Agricul- 
ture. 

The decisions published herein may be described generally as de- 
cisions which are made in proceedings of a quasi-judicial character, 
and which, under the applicable statutes, can be made by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, or an officer authorized by law to act in his 
stead, only after notice and hearing or opportunity for a hearing. 
These decisions do not include rules and regulations of general ap- 
plicability which are required to be published in the Federal Regis- 
ter. 

The principal statutes concerned are the Agricultural Marketing 
Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621 et seq.), the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937 (7 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), the Animal Quaran- 
tine and Related Laws (21 U.S.C. Ill et seqX the Animal Welfare 
Act (7 U.S.C. 2131 et seq.\ the Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 
U.S.C. 601 et 8eq.)y the Grain Standards Act (7 U.S.C. 1821 et seq.), 
the Horse Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 1821 et seq.\ the Packers and 
Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C. 181 et seq.), the Perishable Agricul- 
tural Commodities Act, 1930 (7 U.S.C. 499a et seq.), the Plant Quar- 
antine Act (7 U.S.C. 151 et seq.), the Poultry Products Inspection 
Act (21 U.S.C. 451 et seq.), and the Virus-Serum-Toxin Act of 1918 
(21 U.S.C. 161-158). 

The decisions published herein are arranged alphabetically by 
statute and within the statute section by date of issue or date the 
decision became final after expiration of the appeal period. They 
may be cited by giving the volume and page, for illustration, 1 A.D. 
472 (1942). It is unnecessary to cite the docket or decision number. 
Prior to 1942 the Secretary's decisions were identified by docket 
and decision numbers, for example, D-578; S. 1150. Such citation of 
a case in these volumes generally indicates that the decision is not 
published in Agriculture Decisions. 

•Current court decisions involving the regulatory laws adminis- 
tered by the Department of Agriculture are published herein. 
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In re: Ronnie Farrington, Clarence R. Brown and Singer 
Ranch, Inc. A.Q. Docket No, 185. Decided September 30, 1985 

Cattle moved without owner’s statcment—Civil penalty—Default. 

Kris Ikejiri, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 


Decision by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 

DEFAULT DECISION AND ORDER AS TO SINGER RANCH, INC. 


PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 


This proceeding was instituted under the Act of February 2 
1903, as amended, (Act) (21 U.S.C. § 111 and § 120) and regulations 
promulpted thereunder, by a complaint filed by the Administrator 
of the Ammal and Plant Health Inspection Service, United States 
Department of Agriculture. The complaint alleged, inter alia, that 
respondent Singer Ranch, Inc., violated the Act regulations pro- 
mulgated thereunder (9 OPR § 71.1 et seq.,). Copies of the complaint 
and the Rules of Practice Governing Proceeding under the Act 
were served by the Hearing Clerk, by certified mail, upon Singer 
Ranch, Inc. * 

Pursuant to section 1.136 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.136) 
applicable to this proceeding, Singer Ranch, Inc., was informed in 
the complaint and the letter of service that an answer should be 
filed with the Hearing Clerk within twenty (20) days after service 
of the complaint, and that failure to file an answer to, or plead spe- 
cifically to, any allegation in the complaint would constitute an ad- 
mission of such allegation pursuant to section 1.136Cc) of the Rules 
of Practice (7 CFR § 1.136(c)). Singer Ranch, Inc., was also informed 
that the failure to file an answer would constitute a waiver of hear- 
ing, as provided in section 1.139 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR 
§ 1.139). 


Singer Ranch, Inc., filed neither an answer nor any other docu- 
ment during the twenty day period. Singer Ranch, Inc.'s, failure to 
tile an answer within the time provided constitutes an admission of 
» complaint pursuant to section 1.136(c) of the 

Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.136(c)). Singer Ranch, Inc.'s failure to 

^ ^nder section 

W H " S^^ger Ranch, 

fL the material allegations of fact in 

^hyomplamt they are adopted and set forth as the Findings of 
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PINDINdS OF FA(T 

1. Singer Rancli, Inc., ronpondont heroin, in ti (’orpoi'iitiim deiiiK 
buHincHS in Toxhh, wIioho inuilinK addroHH in Hiiuto Box UOA. 
Lowiavillo, Toxhh 75051). 

2. On or about May 1,0, 1!)H4, llie reHiioncU'Ht. moved in(ernttit(' 
from LcwiHvillo, TexaH, to Sand SpringH. Oklahoma, approximately 
HH cattle in violation of aoctioa 71. IK of tlie regulationH (!) tU'’U 
§71.1H) becauHO tlie cattle wore not accompanied iiy an owner'a 
Btatomont or other document, an retiulred. 

coNd.nHinN 

The roHpondent liaa fulled to fdo any aiiHwer or reMpmi«e to nay 
of the allegationH in the complaint. The conHiHiuence of Much a fail- 
uro were explained to Iho roHpoiident la the complaint and in Iht' 
letter of service that accompanied it. Hy ils Hilence, reMixmdf'nl ha« 
admitted all of the material allegationH of fact in the complaint 
and has waivetl a lioaring. 

By reason of the Finding of Fact set forth above, the reMiK)ndenl 
has violated the Act and rcgulalionH promulgated thereunder. The 
following order is Ihoreforo, Issued. 

oitnKK 

UcHpondont Singer Unneh, Inc., Is hereby tuweawHHl a civil ixmitlty 
of five hundred dollars ($500), which shall be payable to the ’’Trrnw' 
urer of the United Stalos" o certified chet;k or money order, and 
which shall ho forwarded to Kris H. Ikejiri, OITice of the Ueneral 
Counsel, Room 2422, South Building, UniUKl Stattfs Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D. C. 202fi0-'M(>t). within thirty iMtli days 
from the offoctivo date of this order. 

This order ahull have tho sumo force and effcHil m if enierwl full 
hearing and shall be final and offecUvo 35 days nftor service of Ihb 
Decision and Order upon respondent, unless there i» an api>eal l4‘ 
the Judicial Offlcor within 30 days pursiiiml to section M45 of Iho 
Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 t -Fll § 1 

[This dofoult decision and order l)ocame final Novcmlwu' 12. 
1985.-BM.] 
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In re: Ronnie Farrington, Dr. Clarence R. Brown, and Singer 
Ranch, Inc. A.Q. Docket No. 186. Decided September 30, 1986. 

Cattle moved without owner’s statement— Civil penalty— Default. 

Kris Ikejiri, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge, 

DEFAULT DECISION AND ORDER AS TO CLARENCE R. BROWN 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 


This proceeding was instituted under the Act of February 2 
1903, as amended, (Act) (21 U.S.C. § 111 and § 120) and regulations 
promulgated thereunder by a complaint filed by the Administrator 
of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, United States 
Department of Agriculture. The complaint alleged, inter alia, that 
respondent Clarence R. Brown violated the Act and regulations 
promulgated thereunder (9 CFR §71.1 et seq.). Copies of the com- 
plaint and the Rules of Practice Governing Proceeding under the 
Act were served by the Hearing Clerk, by certified mail, upon Clar- 
ence R, Brown. 


Pursuant to section 1.136 of the Rules of Practice (T CFR § 1,136) 
applicable to this proceeding. Clarence R. Brown, was Informed in 
the complaint and the letter of service that an answer should be 
tiled with the Hearing Clerk within twenty (20) days after service 
of the complaint, and that failure to file an answer to, or plead spe- 
cihcally to, any allegation in the complaint would constitute an ad- 
miMion of such allegation pursuant to section 1.186(c) of the Rules 

thAtTh § l*136(c)). Clarence R. Brown was also informed 

that the failure to file an answer would constitute a waiver of hear- 

§ U3^) of Practice (7 CFR 

"W any other docu- 

ment durmg the twenty day period. Clarence R. Brown’s failure to 

Wth cpp^titutea an admission of 

w 1 % complaint pursuant io section 1.186(c) of the 

Rules of Practice (7 CFR f l,186(c)). Clarence R. Brown’slill to 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Clarence R. Brown, respondent herein, is an individual and a 
doctor of veterinary medicine, whose mailing address is Route 1, 
Box 1096, Frisco, Texas 76034. 

2. On or about May 10, 1984, the respondent moved interstate 
from Lewisville, Texas, to Sand Springs, Oklahoma, approximately 
38 cattle in violation of section 71.18 of the regulations (9 CFR 
§ 71.18) because the cattle were not accompanied by an owner’s 
statement or other document, as required. 

CONCLUSION 

Respondent has failed to file any answer to any of the allegations 
in the complaint. The consequences of such a failure were ex- 
plained to the respondent in the complaint and in the letter of 
service that accompanied it. By his silence, respondent has admit- 
ted all of the material allegations of fact in the complaint and has 
waived a hearing. 

By reason of the Finding of Fact set forth above, the respondent 
has violated the Act and regulations promulgated thereunder. The 
following order is therefore, issued. 

ORDER 

Respondent Clarence R. Brown, is hereby assessed a civil penalty 
of five hundred dollars ($600), which shall be payable to the “Treas- 
urer of the United States” by certified check or money order, and 
which shall be forwarded to Kris H. Ikejiri, Office of the General 
Counsel, Room 2422, South Building, United States Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D. C. 20260-1400, within thirty (30) days 
from the effective date of this order. 

This order shall have the same force and effect as if entered full 
hearing and shall be final and effective 36 days after service of this 
Decision and Order upon respondent, unless there is an appeal to 
the Judicial Officer within 30 days pursuant to section 1.146 of the 
Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 CFR § 1.146). 

• [This default decision and order became final November 13, 
1986.-Ed.] 
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re: Cecil D. CnABTBEE. A.Q. Docket No. 196. Order issued No- 
vember 13, 1985. 

Decision by Edward H. McGrail, Administrative Law Judge. 

ORDER GRANTING DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT 

For the reasons set forth in Complainant's Motion to Dismiss 
med November 8, 1985, IT IS ORDERED, that the Complaint filed 
m this matter on August 6, 1985, be, and hereby is, dismissed. 


In re: Bobby A. Guilfoil, D.V.M. VA Docket No. S3. Decided No- 
vember 14, 1985. 

Veterinary accreditation suspended for six months-Conscnt. 

Kris H. Ik^jiri, for complainant. 

William E. Johnson, Frankfort; Kentucky, for respondent, 

Decmon by Dorothea A. Baker, Administrative Law Judge. 

CONSENT DECISION 

t J a" "ding was instituted under the regulations governing 

of Veterinarians and Suspension or Revocation of 

h Ad'Jn r “ ‘ « "on'PlaintfiMb? 

Soil DVM B'-bby A.’ 

applicab e toSr °f ‘he Rules of Practice 

Xeed that ^ <7 CFR §1.188). The parties have 

culture has 'jurisdiction^n ^ °®P®*'I*nent of Agri- 

the remaining allegations in the"^.^ .sennits nor denies 

of Fact set forth below, and waives; Findings 
A^y further procedure; ^ 

N, contain 

of fact, law^r disc™^ "'“terial 

thereof; : ' 'Faa the reasons or bases 
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(c) All rights to seek judicial review and otherwise challenge 
or contest the validity of this decision; and 

2. Bobby A. Guilfoil, D.V.M. also agrees to waive any action 
against the United States Department of Agriculture under the 
Equal Access to Justice Act of 1980 (6 U.S.C. § 604 et seq.) for fees 
and other expenses incurred by him in connection with this pro- 
ceeding. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Bobby A. Guilfoil, respondent herein, is an individual whose 
mailing address is 719 West Main Street, Glasgow, Kentucky 4214L 

2. Respondent is now, and at all times material herein was, a 
Doctor of Veterinary Medicine and an Accredited Veterinarian in 
the State of Kentucky under the provisions of the regulations of 
Title 9, Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 160-162. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and 
having agreed to the provisions set forth in the following Order in 
disposition of this proceeding, such Order and Decision will be 
issued. 


ORDER 

Respondent’s Veterinary Accreditation is hereby suspended for 
six (6) months from February 6, 1986 through July* 6, 1986. 

This nunc pro tunc order shall have the same force and effect as 
if entered after full hearing. 


In re: Consolidated Enterprises, Inc. A.Q. Docket No. 93. Decided 
November 14, 1985. 

Cattle moved within Class B state— Civil penalty— Consent. 

Kevin Thieman, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by Victor W. Palmer, Administrative Law Judge. 

CONSENT DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Act of February 2, 
1903, as amended (Act) (21 U.S.C. §§ 111, 120 and 122) by a com- 
plaint filed by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant Health 


• "August” was changed to July to conform to the agreement of tho parties. 
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Inspection Service alleging that Consolidated Enterprises, Inc. re- 
spondent, violated the Act and regulations promulgated thereunder 
(9 CFR §78.1 et seq.). The parties have agreed that the proceeding 
should be terminated by entry of the Consent Decision set forth 
below and have agreed to the following stipulations: 

1. For the purposes of this stipulation and the provisions of 
this Consent Decision only, respondent specifically admits that the 
Secretary of the United States Department of Agriculture has ju- 
risdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the remaining 
allegations in the complaint, admits to the Findings of Fact set 
forth below, and waives: 

(a) Any further procedure; 

(b) Any requirements that the final decision in this proceed- 
ing contain findings and conclusions with respect to all material 
issues of fact, law, or discretion, as well as the reasons or bases 
thereof; 

(c) All rights to seek judicial review and otherwise challenge 
or contest the validity of this decision; and 

2. Respondent also stipulates and agrees that the United States 
Department of Agriculture is the "prevailing party" in the pro- 
ceeding and waives any action against the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture under the Equal Access to Justice Act of 1980 
(6 U.S.C. § 504 et seq.) for fees and other expenses incurred by the 
respondent in connection with this proceeding. 


FINDINGS OP FACT 
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Room 2422 South Building, United States Department of Agricul- 
ture, 12th and Independence Ave., S.W. Washington, D. C. 20260- 
1400, within thirty (SO) days from the effective date of this order. 
This order shall become effective on the day upon which service 
of this order is made upon the respondent, 


In re: George J. Schweizer, Jr., and Consolidated Enterprises, 
Inc. A.Q. Docket No. 93. Order issued November 14, 1986. 

Order issued by Victor W. Palmer, Administrative Law Judge, 

DISMISSAL OP COMPLAINT 

For good cause shown by complainant, the complaint that was 
filed herein against George J. Schweizer, Jr., on August 6, 1984, is 
herewith dismissed. 


7n re: Tama Meat Packing Corporation. A.Q. Docket No. 200. 
Order issued November 16, 1986. 

Order issued by Victor W. Palmer, Administrative Law Judge. 

DISMISSAL ORDER 

By reason of the premises set forth in Complainant's Motion to 
Dismiss Cause, filed November 12, 1986, the following Order is 
hereby issued: 


ORDER 

The Complaint, filed August 9, 1985, in the above-entitled pro- 
ceeding, is hereby Dismissed. 
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In re: Cliff Martin. A.Q. Docket No. 152. Decided November 18, 

1985. 

Cattle moved interstate— Civil penalty— Consent. 

Jam Ruley, for complainant. 

William B. Grcme, Cai-tersville, Georgia, for respondent. 

Decision by Victor W. Palmer, Administrative Law Judge. 

CONSENT DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Act of February 2, 
1903, as amended (Act) (21 U.S.C. §§ 111 and 120), by a complaint 
filed by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant Health Inspec- 
tion Service alleging that the respondent violated the Act and regu- 
lations promulgated thereunder (9 CFR §78.1 et seq.). The parties 
have agreed that this proceeding should be terminated by entry of 
the Consent Decision set forth below and have agreed to the follow- 
ing stipulations: . , 

1. For the purposes of this stipulation and the provisions or 
this Consent Decision only, the respondent specifically admits that 
the Secretary of the United States Department of Agriculture has 
jurisdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the remain- 
ing allegations in the complaint, admits to the Findings of Fact set 
forth below, and waives: 

(a) any further procedure; 

(b) any requirements that the final decision in this proceed- 
ing contain findings and conclusions with respect to all material 
issues of fact, law. or discretion, as well as the reasons or bases 
thereof; 

(c) all rights to seek judicial review and otherwise challenge 
or contest the validity of this decision; and 

2. The respondent also waives any action against the United 
States Department of Agriculture under the Equal Access to Jus- 
tice Act of 1980 (5 U.S.C. § 504 et seq.) for fees and other expenses 
incurred by the respondent in connection with the proceeding. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Cliff Martin, respondent, is an individual whose address is 
Martin Road, Cartersville, Georgia 30120. 

2. Between the dates of March 21, 1984, and May 16, 1984, the 
respondent moved cattle interstate from the Roanoke Stockyards, 
Inc., Roanoke, Alabama, to the People’s Livestock Market, Carters- 
ville, Georgia. 

3. On or about the dates of May 10, 1984, and May 17, 1984, the 
respondent moved cattle interstate from the Cherokee County 
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Stockyards, Centre, Alabama, to the People's Livestock Market, 
Cartersville, Georgia. 

4. On or about July 17, 1984, the respondent moved a cow inter- 
state from the Port Pa 3 me Stockyard, Inc., Fort Payne, Alabama, to 
the Carroll County Livestock Sales Barn, Inc., Carrollton, Georgia. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and 
having agreed to the provisions set forth in the following Order in 
disposition of this proceeding with respect to the respondent, such 
order and decision will be issued. 

ORDER 

The respondent is assessed a civil penalty of eight thousand dol- 
lars ($8,000.00), payable in eight quarterly installments with the 
first installment of $1,000.00 due January 16, 1986. The respondent 
shall make payment by sending a certified check or money order 
payable to the "Treasurer of the United States," to Jaru Ruley, 
Office of the General Counsel, Room 2422, South Building, United 
States Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20260-1400. 
The remaining seven installments of $1,000 each shall be due on 
the fifteenth of April, July and October of 1986, and January, July 
and October of 1987. 

In the event the respondent defaults on any of the terms of this 
consent decision, the balance of the civil penalty assessed herein 
shall become immediately due. 

This order shall become effective on the day upon which service 
of this order is made upon respondent. 


In re: Clayton Myers. A.Q. Docket No, 171. Decided November 27, 
1986. 

Cattle moved Interstate— Civil penalty— Consent, 

Mark Dopp, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by Dorothea A. Baker, Administrative Law Judge. 

CONSENT DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Act of February 2, 
1903, as amended (Act) (21 U.S.C, §§ 111 and 120) by a complaint 
filed by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant Health Inspec- 
tion Service alleging that the respondent violated the Act and regu- 
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lations promulgated thereunder (9 CFR §78.1 et seq.). The parties 
have agreed that this proceeding should be terminated by entry of 
the Consent Decision set forth below and have agreed to the follow- 
ing stipulations: 

1. For the purposes of this stipulation and the provisions of 
this Consent Decision only, the respondeiit specifically admits that 
the Secretary of the United States Department of Agriculture has 
jurisdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the remain- 
ing allegations in the complaint, admits to the Findings of Fact set 
forth below, and waives: 

(a) Any further procedure; 

(b) Any requirements that the final decision in this proceed- 
ing contain findings and conclusions with respect to all material 
issue of fact, law, or discretion, as well as the reasons or bases 
thereof; 

(c) All rights to seek judicial review and otherwise challenge 
or contest the validity of this decision; and 

2. Respondent also stipulates and agrees that the United States 
Department of Agriculture is the “prevailing party" in the pro- 
ceeding and waives any action against the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture under the Equal Access to Justice Act of 1980 
(6 U.S.C. § 504 et seq.) for fees and other expenses incurred by the 
respondent in connection with this proceeding. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Clayton Myers, respondent is an individual whose mailing ad- 
dress is Post Office Box 754, Muleshoe, Texas 79347. 

2, On or about October 31, 1984, the respondent moved four (4) 
head of cattle from the Muskogee Livestock Auction, Muskogee, 
Oklahoma, to the Muleshoe Liv^tock Auction, Muleshoe, Texas. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and 
having agreed to the provisions set forth in the following order in 
disposition of this proceeding, such order and decision will be 
issued. 

ORDER 

The respondent is assewed a civil penalty of five hundred dollars 
($500). The respondent shall send, payable to the “Treasurer of the 
tUnited States” a certified check or money order, to Mark D. Dopp, 
Office of t^e General Com^, Room 2422 South Building, United 
States Department of A^culture, Washingtonj D.C. 20260-1400, 
#ithln^thirtv (SOl days'f^m the effective date of this order. 
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T}iis order shall become effective on the date this order is served 
upon the respondent. 


In re: Mickel L. Wilson. A.Q. Docket No. 177. Decided December 3, 

1985. 

Equine Infectious anemia reactor horse shipped interstate — Civil pcnalty~Con* 
sent. 

Kevin Thiemann, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro ae. 

Decision by Edward H. McGrail, Administrative Law Judge, 

CONSENT DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Act of February 2, 
1903, as amended (Act), (21 U.S.a §§ 111, 120, 122) by a complaint 
filed by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant Health Inspec- 
tion Service alleging that Mickel L. Wilson, respondent violated the 
Act and regulations promulgated thereunder (7 CFR §76.1 et seq.). 
The parties have agreed that this proceeding should be terminated 
by entry of the Consent Decision set forth below and have agreed 
to the following stipulations: 

1. For the purposes of this stipulation and the provisions of 
this Consent Decision only, respondent specifically admits that the 
Secretary of the United States Department of Agriculture has ju- 
risdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the remaining 
allegations in the complaint, admits to the Findings of Fact set 
forth below, and waives: 

(a) any further procedure; 

(b) any requirements that the final decision in this proceed- 
ing contain findings and conclusions with respect to all material 
issues of fact, law or discretion, as well as the reasons or bases 
thereof; 

(c) all rights to seek judicial review and otherwise challenge 
or contest the validity of this decision; and 

2. Respondent also stipulates and agrees that the United States 
Department of Agriculture is the "prevailing party" in the pro- 
ceeding and waives any action against the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture under the Equal Access to Justice Act of 1980 
(6 U.S.C. § 604 et seq.) for fees and other expenses incurred by the 
respondent in connection with this proceeding. 
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FINDINGS OP FACT 

P O k is an individual whose address is 

•r.O. Box 2, Chatham, Louisiana 71226 

2. On or about September 15, 1984, the respondent shipped one 
k infectious anemia reactor horse interstate from Vicks- 

burg, Mississippi to Winnsboro, Louisiana. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and 
having agreed to the provisions set forth in the following order in 
iisuer*'°" proceeding, such order and decision will be 

ORDER 

j assessed a civil penalty of two hundred fiftv 

dollars ($260.00) which shall be payable to the “Treasurer of the 
United States by certified check or money order, and which shall 
be forwarded to Kevin B. Thiemann, Office of the General CounBPl 

turri2fanrfd®““'> States Dep.tm:nnfSZ 

ture, 12th and Independence Ave., S.W., Washington D r 

t'istrt Tf/r effect^alteofthisS: 

effective on the day upon which service 
of this order is made upon the respondent. 


oved interstate without certiRcate— Civil penally. 

James Moes moved cattle interetate that were nonvaeoinatee over 18 

L reei'edtoM Xu, o, 
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tion 78.9(b) of the regulations promulgated under the Act (9 CFR 
§ 78.9(b)). Copies of the complaint and the Rules of Practice govern- 
ing proceedings under the Act were personally served upon re- 
spondent James Moss. 

Pursuant to section 1.136 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.136) 
applicable to this proceeding, the respondent was informed in the 
letter of service that an answer should be filed with the Hearing 
Clerk, and that the answer should specifically admit, deny, or ex- 
plain each of the allegations in the complaint. The respondent was 
also informed that failure to file a request for oral hearing would 
constitute a waiver of hearing. 

Section 1.139 of the Rules, 7 CFR § 1.139, provides that the ad- 
mission by answer of all material allegations of fact contained in 
the complaint shall constitute a waiver of hearing, and that upon 
such admission complainant shall file a proposed decision and a 
motion for adoption thereof. Further, that unless meritorious objec- 
tions have been filed by a respondent, the Judge shall issue such 
decision without further procedure or hearing. Although I find fur- 
ther procedure or hearing unnecessary, I believe that the inclusion 
of a recitation of the below listed chronology and citation of admis- 
sions by respondent is necessary for clarity of the record, and 
therefore modify the Proposed Decision and Order for James Moss, 
as submitted by complainant. 

On February 8, 1986, respondent James Moss filed a pro se 
answer in which he admitted the allegations in Paragraph 11 of the 
complaint. Respondent James Moss did not file a request for oral 
hearing. 

However, he did deny the material allegations of Paragraph III 
of the complaint. In accordance with section 1.141 of the Rules, 7 
CFR § 1.141, complainant properly filed a Motion to Assign Date 
for Oral Hearing on April 2, 1986. Thus, at this juncture of the pro- 
ceedings, section 1.141 was not available to complainant as an 
avenue to invoke the waiver of hearing provision. Additionally, 
subsequent filings by respondent Moss, as well as the scheduling of 
the hearing, contemplated that both respondents would participate 
in the oral hearing. 

By Notice of April 26, 1986, oral hearing was scheduled for 
August 1, 1986, in Portland, Oregon. By letter filed July 19, 1986, 
respondent Moss requested that this hearing be postponed. My 
Order of July 26, 1986, rescheduled the hearing to August 29, 1985, 
in order to accommodate respondent Moss, and for the further pur- 
pose of providing the parties an opportunity to conclude this 
matter through consent negotiations. 
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On August 23, 1985, complainant filed a Motion to Dismiss Para- 
graph III of the complaint with respect to James Moss. Additional- 
Y) on August 23, 1985, complainant filed a Request for Adjourn- 
ment of Hearing and a Motion for the Adoption of Proposed Deci- 
sion and Order for James Moss, together with a proposed Decision 
and Order for James Moss. 

By separate Orders of the undersigned, dated August 27, 1986 
the oral hearing scheduled for August 29, 1985, was cancelled and 
rescheduled to October 30, 1986, and the Motion to Dismiss Para- 
graph III of the complaint as to James Moss was granted. The 
record does not show a similar Motion to Dismiss Paragraph III of 
the complaint as against respondent Wood. On September 30, 1986 
a Consent Decision by Bill Wood was filed and issued by the under- 
signed on October 10, 1985. In the complaint, complainant had 
aought a total civil penalty of $1,000, $600 per violation, against 
each respondent. Respondent Wood agreed in the Consent Decision 
to settle this matter for half of this amount, $600. 

On October 11, 1986, following respondent Moss' reply to com- 
plainant's Motion for Decision and Order for James Moss, com- 
plainant requested postponement of the hearing scheduled for Oc- 
tober 80, 1985, until the undersigned ruled on complainant's 
Motion for Adoption of Proposed Decision and Order for James 
Mo'ss. The request was granted by my Order of October 18, 1986, 
and the oral hearing scheduled for October 30, 1986, in Portland, 
Oregon, was postponed indefinitely. On October 18, 1985, complain- 
ant filed a Renewal of Motion for Adoption of Proposed Decision 
and Order for James Moss. 

As previously noted, respondent Wood has entered into a Con- 
sent^ Order in settlement of the allegations against him, thereby 
leaving respondent Moss as the only remaining respondent in the 
proceeding. Additionally, Paragraph III of the complaint has been 
dismissed with respect to respondent Moss. Thus, the only matter 
to be considered here are the allegations set forth in Paragraph II 
of the complaint as they pertain to respondent Moss. 

Paragraph II of the complaint alleges respondent Moss moved 
approximately 78 cattle interstate from Oregon, a Class A State, to 
Cheney, Washingtonj in violation of §78.9(^^ CFR 79(b)) of the 
regulations because the caltle^ which were nonv^a^ over 18 
months of age and from herds not known to be affected with bru- 
cellosis, Interstate without being accompanied by a 

ee^ifiqa^^ as requiredi 'Respondent Moss' Answer, filed February 
i8i: l^Sfi^setaited, in parti/^Number H of the complaint is a fairly ac- 
curate account of the livestock shipped/' His answer also stated 
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that he did everything he was told to do by the veterinarian with 
regard to the interstate movement of these cattle. 

In response to complainant’s Motion for Adoption of Proposed 
Decision and Order for James Moss, respondent Moss stated, in 
part, that, “The cattle involved in the shipment to Washington 
were shipped by me.” Again, he stated that he had done all he 
knew to do on the advice of the veterinarian, and did not believe it 
was his fault if he received wrong information with regard to the 
shipment of these cattle. Thus, he stated, in essence, that he had 
acted in good faith, and this was a mitigating circumstance. 

As the respondent has admitted the allegations in Paragraph II 
of the complaint, he has thus admitted all the material allegations 
of fact contained in the complaint. Under section 1.189 of the Rules 
of Practice (7 CFR § 1.139), this constitutes a waiver of hearing. A 
hearing is therefore unnecessary. 

In the complaint, complainant requested a civil penalty of five 
hundred, dollars per violation. The original complaint alleged two 
violations by the respondents. In dismissing Paragraph III of the 
complaint against respondent James Moss, complainant has halved 
its requested sanction against him. Further mitigation is not war- 
ranted. Therefore, the material allegations of fact in the complaint 
are adopted and set forth as the Findings of Fact. 

FINDINGS OP PACT 

1. James Moss, respondent, is an individual whose address is 
20961 Boones Ferry Road N.E., Aurora, OR 97002. 

2. On or about March 23 or 24, 1986, respondent moved approxi- 
mately 73 cattle interstate from Oregon, a Class A State, to 
Cheney, Washington, in violation of 9 CFR § 78.9Cb) because the 
cattle, which were nonvaccinates over 18 months of age and from 
herds not known to be affected with brucellosis, were moved inter- 
state without being accompanied by a certificate. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In his answer, respondent James Moss admitted all the material 
allegations of fact contained in the complaint. Complainant has 
halved the penalty originally requested, and no further mitigation 
is warranted. 

By reason of the Findings of Fact set forth above, respondent 
James Moss has violated the Act and regulations promulgated 
thereunder. The following order is therefore issued. 
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ORDER 

Respondent James Moss is hereby assessed a civil penalty of five 
hundred dollars ($600). The respondent shall send, payable to the 
^‘Treasurer of the United States”, a certified check or money order, 
to William Jenson, Office of the General Counsel, Room 2422^ 
South Building, United States Department of Agriculture, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 20260-1400, no later than thirty (30) days from the ef- 
fective date of this order. This order shall have the same force and 
effect as if entered after full hearing and shall be final and effec- 
tive 35 days after service of this Decision and Order upon respond- 
ent unless there is an appeal to the Judicial Officer pursuant to 
section 1.145 of the Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding 
(7 CFR § 1.146). 

[This decision and order became final December 6, 1986.— Ed.] 


In re: Travis E. Farmer. A.Q. Docket No. 127. Decided September 
30, 1986; Amended Decision and Order Decided October 81, 
1986. 

Brucdlosis— exposed cattle moved interstate without permit— Civil penalty. 

Respondent moved brucellosis-exposed cattle interstate without a required permit, 
Respondent acted entirely on his own volition and initiative. Respondent was as- 
eesed a civil penalty of $600, which by emended decision and order is to be paid off 
in ten equal monthly payments of $50.00. 

Joseph Pembroke, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION AND ORDER 
AMENDED DECISION AND ORDER 

This matter involves an alleged violation of quarantine restric- 
tions which prohibit cattle shipments without certain documents.^ 
Respondent Farmer admitted shipping brucellosis exposed cattle 
M alleged, but contended that the shipment in question was done 
in accordance with “advice of ... a federal inspector.” Par. 4, Re- 
spondent’s Answer filed 12 / 27 / 84 . 

Tl^ parties agr^ that: ' jy 

^ Act of February 2 1908, as amended, 2! UAU; §8'111 and 120, Snd iniplement- 

^ ^ In5j^icular,;the compUint(all^ thst is, movement of 

brucellosis exposed eatUe not accompanied,]^ « lJ§rmlt^. 98 .re^uir^, 
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“D On or about Sunday April 30, 1984, Mr. Farmer moved 
ten head of cattle from Alabama to a holding pen in 
Georgia, and then to a sale barn at Carrollton, Geor- 
gia for auction. 

"2) One of the above cattle tested out as a brucellosis re- 
actor. 

“8) Mr. Farmer was allowed to sell the brucellosis reactor 
and two, or possibly three calf steers at the market. 

"4) The remaining cattle were placed in quarantine by Ed 
Wolfe. 

“6) Mr, Farmer later returned these remaining cattle 
from his holding pen in Georgia back to a pasture in 
Alabama without an owner shipper statement. 

Issues Presented at Oral Hearing 

"D Did Mr. Farmer act under the directions of the State 
and Federal Inspectors, Roy Iverson, and/or Ed Wolfe 
in returning the cattle to the pasture in Alabama? 

“2) If Mr. Farmer acted under the guidance of Mr. Iverson 
or Mr. Wolfe, what mitigating effect will that have on 
the civil penalty requested by Complainant?’' 

Complainant’s Exhibit #1 

* * * * * ^^ If 


The evidence at the hearing confirms essentially the facts os 
agreed to by the parties. The dispute revolves around a telephone 
call between a “federal inspector” and Mr. Farmer during the 
evening of the day the brucellosis reactor cow was discovered. 

The federal animal health technician who worked in the brucel- 
losis eradication program, said that Mr. Farmer called the techni- 
cian at the technician’s home that evening to inquire about quar- 
antine questions. The technician said he told Farmer that every- 
thing would be quarantined for 120 days. That meant the pasture 
from which the brucellosis reactor cattle came, the pasture to 
which they were taken from the stockyard, and anywhere else they 
may be taken. 

The quarantine often continues beyond a 120 days if other cattle 
show up as brucellosis reactors. The quarantine continues until 
they have all clear readings over a particular period of time from 
all cattle in the herd(s). 
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The technician states that respondent Farmer was ™“rtoin 
abwt what he wanted to do with the brucellosis reactor cattle and 

wanted ^ p^^^er's questions, the technician told 

fLflt he could not return the cattle to Alabama, and failed to reac 

Mm until the following Monday. At that 

told him the cattle had already been taken back to 

Lar and determined in his presentation of Ms evidence, was 

no hesitation or doubt. The technician firmly and strongly stat 
the events as he recalled them. They are plausible and carry pe - 

^''orthTotber hand, Mr. Farmer has a clear interest to have the 
bru^ill^Josed cattle returned to the Alabama p^tures be- 
cause he knew the cattle in the Alabama pastures would be quar 
Sed"e point from which the brucellosis reactor cow came 

from) * 

If respondent Fanner could keep his own pastures in Georgia 

tree from quarantine restrictions, it would be a clear advantage to 

No such advantage is seen on the animal technician s part, but 
in fact; to the contrary, a strong ocpupqtioiiel apd program- 
;■ destroying disadvaii^e exists there, if the technician did what re- 
avw\n/lATif moitmait .eniH hn Hid. ' . < 
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On balance, it appears that the testimony of the animal health 
technician carries more probative value and weight than did re- 
spondent’s evidence. 

There is more basic plausibility to complainant's side than re- 
spondents. To accept respondent’s position, would be to determine 
that the animal health technician made a grievous, basic, funda- 
mental mistake about simple, clear principles of the program he 
had worked in for years. 

Furthermore, it is difficult to accept the contention that the 
animal health technician volunteered unsolicited advice to send 
brucellosis-exposed cattle across a State line, in this context, with- 
out some caveat or qualification. 

* * * * 4 * * 


The preponderance of the credible, reliable and persuasive evi- 
dence supports the allegation that respondent moved seven (7) bru- 
cellosis-exposed cattle from the stockyards at Carrollton, Georgia to 
his (shared) pasture at Ranburne, Alabama in violation of § 78.8(c) 
of the regulations (9 CFR 78.8(c)), because the cattle were not ac- 
companied by a required permit. 

Respondent Farmer acted entirely on his own volition and initia- 
tive, and did not receive any advice to return the brucellosis-ex- 
posed cattle to Alabama (from Georgia) without a required permit. 

* * * * + ♦ ♦ 


Complainant seeks a civil penalty of $500.00. Great weight must 
be given to the sanction recommended by the Administrators. In re 
Sy B, Gaiber & Co., 31 AD 843, 845-51. (1972); In I'e J, A, Speight, 
88 AD 280, 810-19 (1974); In re Samuel Esposito, 38 AD 613, 666 
(1979). 

Here, movement of brucellosis-exposed cattle warrants that sanc- 
tion which is just double that commonly assessed — on the weight 
required to be given to complainant's recommendation — for mere 
technical violations, i.e., where healthy cattle are shipped without 
such permits. 
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ORDER 

Respondent Farmer is assessed a five hundred dollar ($500.00) 
civil penalty. 2 

This Decision and Order shall become final 35 days after service, 
unless appealed within 30 days of service (9 CFR 1.146a and 1.142c). 
A copy of this Order shall be served upon the parties. 

AMENDED DECISION AND ORDER 

Complainant has filed a motion to amend the order, entered Sep- 
tember 30 1985, averring that “Respondent, has requested that he 
be allowed to pay the ($500) five hundred dollar civil penalty as- 
sessed against him on September 3[0], 1986, in [ten] (10) equal 
monthly payments of ($50) fifty dollars per month.” 

The motion should be and hereby is granted. 

IT SHOULD BE AND HEREBY IS ORDERED that the Order en- 
tered on September 30 1986, is amended and modified to read as 
follows: 


AMENDED ORDER 

Respondent Farmer is assessed a five-hundred dollar ($500) civil 
penalty.* 

The Respondent shall pay this civil penalty in ten (10) equal 
monthly payments of fifty dollars ($60) each, beginning on the lat 
of the month following the day this Amended Order becomes final. 
However, if any payment is not received by the tenth (10) day of 
the month, the remaining uncollected balance shall become duo 
and payable on demand by Complainant. 

This Amended Order shall become final 35 days after service, 
unless appealed within 30 days after service (9 CFR 1.145(a) and 
1.142(c). A copy of this Order shall be served upon the parties. 

[This amended decision and order became final December 10, 
1985.-Ed.] 


“ Thfi civil penalty shall be pald'by certifled check or money order, payable to the 
^ United Stated and mailed to Attorney Joseph P. Pembroke, Office 
of the General Counsel, Room 2422-Soutb Building, United States Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D. C. a^. 

•The respondent shall pay the'dvil peii^ty li^y certified check or money order, 
payable to the Trewmiw of thdU^Urf: 'Stated W mailed to Attorney Joseph P. 
Pembroke, Office of the general iGouneel, Room 2422T^uth: Building, United States 

Department of Agriculture, Washingtoni D; C. 20260 
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In re: Gary Hoffman. A.Q. Docket No. 99. Decided November 6, 
1985. 

Swine moved interstate without certificate— Civil penalty. 

Respondent shipped swine interstate without health certificate. That respondent 
was without specific knowledge the pigs would be hauled across state lines does not 
relieve him from responsibility. Respondent was assessed a civil penalty of $500.00. 

Kris Ikyiri, for complainant. 

William E. Kretachmar, for respondent 

Decision by Victor W. Palmer, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION AND ORDER 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is an administrative proceeding instituted by a complaint 
filed on September 6, 1984, by the Administrator of the Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture, seeking the assessment of a civil penalty against re- 
spondent Gary Hoffman, under 21 U.S.C. §§ 111, 120 and 122. The 
complainant charges respondent violated the statute and pertinent 
regulations on September 21, 1983, by moving swine interstate 
from Ashley, North Dakota to Sauk Center, Minnesota, which were 
not accompanied by a requisite certificate attesting them to not be 
known to be infected with or exposed to two contagious diseases (9 
CFR §§ 76.6(b)Cl), 76.12 (Schedule B) and 85.7(b)). 

On September 13, 1986, an ora! hearing was held before me in 
Bismarck, North Dakota, at which the parties stipulated certain 
facts and agreed that, their post-hearing briefs would be limited to 
specified issues. Briefing was completed on October 28, 1986. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Respondent Gary Hoffman is an individual whose address is 
Lehr, North Dakota 68460. 

2. On September 21, 1983, 214 swine were moved interstate from 
a receiving and shipping facility in Ashley, North Dakota, conduct- 
ed for American Feeder Pig Co-op by respondent Gary Hoffman, to 
the American Feeder Pig Co-op receiving facility at Sauk Center, 
Minnesota. The swine moved interstate unaccompanied by a certifi- 
cate attesting that they were not known to be affected with or ex- 
posed to hog cholera; were not vaccinated for pseudorabies; and 
were not known to be infected with or exposed to pseudorabies. 

3. On September 21, 1983, Gary Hoffman accepted and shipped 
swine from a facility in Ashley, North Dakota, on behalf of Ameri- 
can Feeder Pig, which paid him 40 cents for each pig received, and 



2710 


ANIMAL QUARANTINE AND RELATED LAWS 
Volume 44 Number 7 


an additional 40 cents on each pig he shipped to local farmers, but 
nothing additional on the pigs he shipped to the American Feeder 
Pigs’ facility at Sauk Center, Minnesota. 

4. The veterinarian who inspected the pigs on September 21, 
1983, was paid by American Feeder Pig on the basis of a flat 
amount for his services for the day. The veterinarian inspected the 
214 swine which moved interstate that day and found them to be 
free of disease. However, he did not fill out and provide the certifi- 
cate required by 9 CFR §§76.6(bKl), 76.12 (Schedule B), and 86.7(b) 
because he was not asked to do so. His instructions in these re- 
spects were normally given him by Gary Hoffman. 

5. Gary Hoffman was attempting to arrange sales of the 214 
swine to local buyers and, for that reason, failed to request the 
preparation of the certificate the regulations required. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Gary Hoffman inadvertently failed to obtain and send the req- 
uisite health certificate for swine moved interstate which a veteri- 
narian had inspected and found to show no sign of the communica- 
ble diseases that are the subject of federal regulations. 

2. The appropriate civil penalty under the circumstances is $600. 

DISCUSSION 


Respondent contends he should not be held liable for the inter- 
state shipment of swine without the required health certificate be- 
cause he was only an employee and did not know these pigs would 
actually be taken out of state. Respondent argues that the responsi- 
bility for obtaining the necessary health certificate rested solely 
with the trucker employed by American Feeder Pig Co-op who 
made the decision to take the pigs to Minnesota. 


Even though I accept respondent's testimony that the interstate 
shipment of swine without the required health certificate was unin- 
tended and inadvertent, Gary Hoffman bears responsibility and is 
subject to sanction under the Act. He is a dealer in swine who had 
charge of receiving and shipping operations at the Ashley facility, 
and who owed a^difect responsibility for compliance with the regu- 
lationsi-pie fa^ithafehe was without specific knowledge that these 
pigs would, in'^fact, be hauled across state lines does not relieve 


'jteigpyer,/it :ym8^understood 

more 
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pigs were to be moved interstate to the Sauk Center, Minnesota, 

facility. , ,, . 

Issuance of a warning letter, as respondent alternatively sug- 
gests, would be an insufficient sanction where an experienced and 
knowledgeable dealer such as respondent has failed to comply with 
swine health law requirements. On the other hand, this is a first 
offense and a single instance of a violation by respondent. Taking 
each of these facts into consideration, a civil penalty of $500 shall 
be assessed. 

ORDER 

Gary Hoffman, respondent, is assessed a civil penalty of five hun- 
dred dollars ($600). The civil penalty shall be payable to the 
"Treasurer of the United States” by certified check or money order 
and shall be forwarded to Kris H. Ikejiri, Office of the General 
Counsel, Room 2422, South Building, United States Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D. C. 20250-1400, within 30 days of the 
effective date of this Decision and Order. 

This Decision and Order shall be final and effective 30 days after 
the date of service of this Decision and Order on the respondent, 
unless there is an appeal to the Judicial Officer, pursuant to sec- 
tion 1.146 of the applicable Rules of Practice (7 CPR § 1.145). 

[This amended decision and order became final December 17, 
1986.-Ed.] 


In re: Harold F. (Red) Durham. A.Q. Docket No. 182. Decided No- 
vember 8, 1986. 

Cattle moved interatate without required statement or document-Clvll penalty. 

Respondent moved cattle interstate on two occasions without required owner's or 
shippers statement or other required document without certificate, and without 
"Permit for Entry.” Respondent was assessed a civil penalty of $2,600.00. 

Jam Ruley, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by John 4. Campbell, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION AND ORDER 

This is an administrative proceeding for the assessment of a civil 
penalty for a violation of the regulations governing the interstate 
movement of cattle because -of:; brucellosis (9 CFR §§71.18 and 78.1 
et seqX hereinafter; rqferre^ to.as ^ to regulations, in accordance 
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with the Rules of Practice in 9 CFR §§70.1 et seq. and 7 CFR 
§§ 1.130 et seq. 

This proceeding was instituted by a complaint filed on June 10, 
1986, by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant Health Inspec- 
tion Service, United States Department of Agriculture. On August 
4, 1985, the complaint was personally delivered to the respondent 
Harold F. "Red” Durham, at his residence at 903 North Meridian, 
Waurika, Oklahoma. The complaint alleged that on or about 
March 24, 1984, and April 12, 1984, respondent transported a total 
of approximately 137 cattle interstate from Denton, Texas to Okla- 
homa in violation of section 78.9(d)(3)(iv) of the regulations (9 CFR 
§ 71.9(d)(3)(iv) in that the cattle were not accompanied interstate by 
a certificate or by a "Permit for Entry.” 

Additionally, the March 24, 1984, movement was in violation of 
section 71.18 of the regulations (9 CFR § 71.18) in that the cattle in 
that movement were not accompanied by an owner's or shipper's 
statement, or other document, containing prescribed information. 
Respondent failed to file an answer, thereby admitting the allega- 
tions and waiving a hearing. (See 7 CFR § 1.189). 

Accordingly, the material facts alleged in the complaint are 
adopted and set forth herein as the findings of fact, and this deci- 
sion is issued pursuant to section 1.139 of the Rules of Practice ap- 
plicable to this proceeding. (See 7 CFR § 1.139). 


FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Harold F. (Red) Durham, herein referred to as the respondent, 
is an individual whose address is Box 144, Waurika, Oklahoma 
78573. 

2. On or about March 24, 1984, the respondent moved interstate 
approximately fifty-three (63) cattle from Denton, Texas, to Coman- 
9^®!. Oklahoma, in. violation of.section 71,18 of the regulations (9 

that the cattle were not accompanied interstate by 

document, containing 

p^^^^^ljpIpptB^^pny.asirequired.: 

j;934, ■ thea^teapondent moved interstate 
(53) cuttl^f^p^Panton, Texas, to Coman- 
fe#9^i®lAdX3)(iv), of the regula- 
(da Were' -not accompa- 

>|:ident moved interstate 
^ton, T^s, to Coman- 
ilyf ithe' regula- 
accompa- 
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5. On or about April 12, 1984, the respondent moved interstate 
approximately eighty-four (84) cattle from Denton, Texas, to the 
State of Oklahoma, in violation of section 78.9Cd)(3)(iv) of the regu- 
lations (9 CFR § 78.9(d)C3)(iv)), in that the cattle were not accompa- 
nied interstate by a certificate, as required. 

6. On or about April 12, 1984, the respondent moved interstate 
approximately eighty-four (84) cattle from Denton, Texas, to the 
State of Oklahoma, in violation of section 78,9(d)C3)(iv) of the regu- 
lations (9 CFR § 78.9Cd)(3)(iv)), in that the cattle were not accompa- 
nied interstate by a “Permit for Entry*’, as required. 

CONCLUSION 

By reason of the facts contained in the Findings of Fact above, 
the respondent has violated sections 71.18 and 78.9Cd)C3)Civ) of the 
regulations (9 CFR §§ 71.18 and 78.9(d)(3Kiv)). 

Therefore, the following Order is issued. 

ORDER 

Respondent, Harold F. (Red) Durham is hereby assessed a civil 
penalty of two thousand five hundred dollars ($600.00 per viola- 
tion). This penalty shall be payable to the “Treasurer of the United 
States” by certified check or money order, and shall be forwarded 
to Jaru Ruley, Office of the General Counsel, Room 2422 South 
Bldg.. United States Department of Agriculture, Washington, D. C. 
20260-1400, within thirty (30) days from the effective date of this 
order. This order shall have the same force and effect as if entered 
after a full hearing and shall be final and effective 36 days after 
service of this Decision and Order upon respondent, unless there is 
an appeal to the Judicial Officer pursuant to section 1.146 of the 
Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 CFR § 1.145). 

[This decision and order became final December 17, 1986. Ed.] 
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In j'e: Randy Shipp. A.Q. Docket No. 211. Decided December 18 
1985. 

Decision hy Victor W. Palmer, Administrative Law Judge, 

DISMISSAL OP COMPLAINT 

For good cause shown by complainant, the complaint that was 
filed herein against Randy Shipp on October 18, 1985, is herewith 
dismissed. 


In re: Paul Brown d/b/a Paul Brown Cattle Company. A.Q 
Docket No. 202. Decided December 26, 1986. 

Brucelloslg-exposed cowa moved Interatate-Backtag and earing identification re- 
moved— Civil penalty—Conaent. 

Jaru Puley, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro 

Decision by John A. Campbell, Administrative Law Judge. 


CONSENT DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Act of February 2, 
1908, as amended, (Act) (21 U.S.C. §§ 111 and 120) by a complaint 
filed by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant Health Inspec- 
tion Service alleging that Paul Brown d/b/a Paul Brown Cattle 
Company, respondent, violated the Act and regulations promulgat- 
ed thereunder (9 CFR §§71.18 and 78.8). The parties have agreed 
that this proceeding should be terminated by entry of the Consent 
Decision set forth below and have agreed to the following stipula- 
tions: 

li For the purposes of this stipulation and the provisions of 
this Consent Decision only, respondent specifically admits that the 
Secretary of the United States Department of Agriculture has ju- 
risdiction In: this matter, neither admits nor denies the remaining 
allegations in the. complaint, admits to the Findings of Fact set 
fbrth b^Iow, and weiv^: vsn ^ 

' '(a)^i?^y further prot^i^^ 

in this proceed- 
respeot-tQ :all material 


as' the 'felons or bases 




ew and otherwise challenge 
and 
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2. Respondent also waives any action against the United States 
Department of Agriculture under the Equal Access to Justice Act 
of 1980 (5 U.S.C. § 604 et seq.) for fees and other expenses incurred 
by the respondent in connection with this proceeding, 

FINDINGS OF PACT 

1. Paul Brown d/b/a Paul Brown Cattle Company, herein re- 
ferred to as the respondent, is an individual whose address is Route 
2, Antlers, Oklahoma 74523. 

2. On or about April 19, 1984, the respondent moved a brucello- 
sis-exposed cow interstate from the stockyard at Paris, Texas, to his 
dealer premises at Rattan, Oklahoma. 

3. Between the dates of April 19, 1984, and May 4, 1984, the re- 
spondent removed backtag and eartag identification from a brucel- 
losis-exposed cow. 

4. On or about May 16, 1984, the respondent moved a brucellosis- 
exposed cow interstate from his dealer premises at Rattan, Oklaho- 
ma to the Supreme Beef Packers, Ladonia, Texas. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and 
having agreed to the provisions set forth in the following Order in 
disposition of this proceeding with respect to the respondent, such 
order and decision will be issued. 

ORDER 

The respondent is assessed a civil penalty of two thousand dol- 
lars ($2000.00) The respondent shall pay the civil penalty in eight 
monthly installments of $260.00 beginning January 1, 1986 with a 
final payment due August 1, 1986. Each payment shall be by certi- 
fied check or money order payable to the ''Treasurer of the United 
States,” and sent to Jaru Ruley, Office of the General Counsel, 
Room 2422, South Building, United States Department of Agricul- 
ture, Washington, D. C. 20260-1400. 

This order shall become effective on the day upon which service 
of this order is made upon the respondent. 
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In re: The University op Pennsylvania. AWA Docket No. 355. De- 
cided November 4, 1985. 

Research facility— Compliance with the Act— Civil penalty— Consent. 

Robert Ertman and Donald Tracy, for complainant. 

Debra F. Fickler, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, for respondent. 

Decision by Dorothea A. Baker, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION AND ORDER 

This proceeding was instituted under the Animal Welfare Act, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 2131 et seqX (“Act”) by a Complaint filed by the 
Administrator, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
(“APHIS”), United States Department of Agriculture, charging 
that respondent violated the Act and the regulations and standards 
issued thereunder (9 CFR Parts 1, 2, and 3). This decision is en- 
tered pursuant to the consent decision provisions of the Rules of 
Practice applicable to these proceedings (7 CFR § 1.138). 

The respondent admits the jurisdictional allegations contained in 
the complaint, specifically admits that the Secretary has jurisdic- 
tion in this matter, neither admits nor denies the remaining allega- 
tions, and waives oral hearing and further procedure. Complainant 
and respondent agree for the purpose of settling this proceeding to 
the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Respondent, the University of Pennsylvania, has a mailing ad- 
dress of Office of the President, 101 College Hall, Philadelphia, PA 
19104. 

2. At all times material herein respondent operated a research 
facility registered under the Act. 

3. At the time of its original application for registration, respond- 
ent received a copy of the regulations and standards contained in 9 
CFR Chapter 1, subchapter A, and agreed in writing to comply 
with said standards and regulations. 

CONCLUSION 

Respondent, The University of Pennsylvania, having admitted 
the jurisdictional facts and the parties having agreed to the entry 
of this decision and order, this decision and order will be entered. 

ORDER 

Respondent, The University of Pennsylvania, shall comply with 
each and every provision of the Animal Welfare Act (7 U.S.C. 
§ 2181 et seq.) and the standards and regulations issued thereunder 
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(9 CFR Parts 1, 2, and 3) and shall cease and desist from any viola- 
tion thereof. 

To assure that any research at the University of Pennsylvania 
subject to the Animal Welfare Act is conducted in accordance with 
the Act and regulations, respondent shall institute the following 
actions within 30 days after the effective date of this Order: 

1. The director of any research project utilizing animals, as de- 
fined in the Act and regulations, must consult with the campus 
veterinarian or his designee: 

(a) on the proper use of anesthetics and analgesics; and 

(b) on the proper care of injured animals. 

It is understood that such consultations are to assure that re- 
spondent establishes and maintains an adequate program of veteri- 
nary care and are not intended to interfere with the actual conduct 
of research. 

2. Respondent shall establish an advisory committee for labora- 
tory animal care, responsible to the Vice Provost for Research, to 
oversee respondent’s compliance with the regulations and stand- 
ards issued under the Act 

(a) The committee shall include at least one member who is 
not affiliated with either animal research or the animal rights 
movement. 

(b) The committee's oversight shall include, but not be limit- 
ed to, a review of the use of anesthesia, the degree of sanitation 
maintained in operating rooms, and the post-operative care given 
research animals. 

(c) The committee shall make quarterly reports to the Vice 
Provost for Research detailing its findings concerning respondent's 
compliance with the Act and the regulations and standards there- 
under. Respondent shall send a copy of these reports to the Area 
Veterinarian in Charge, APHIS, 2301 North Cameron St., Room 
402, Harrisburg, PA 17110, for three years. 

3. Respondent shall establish and maintain training programs 
to assure that all individuals involved in the care and handling of 
laboratory animals for research purposes are properly trained in 
the standards under the Act. 

4. Respondent shall distribute a copy of this Decision and 
Order to all of its personnel who are responsible for the care and 
handling of research animals subject to the Act. Respondent shall 
maintain an ongoing information program designed to insure that 
such personnel are aware pf the provisions of this Decision and 
Order. 

■: 6. Respondent shall, within sixty days after service of this De- 
cision and iCtderj send -the Area Veterinarian in Charge a written 
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report setting forth the steps it has taken to implement the re- 
quirements of this Order. 

Respondent is assessed a civil penalty of $4,000.00 which shall be 
paid by a certified check or money order made payable to the 
Treasurer of the United States. 

This order shall have the same force and effect as if entered 
after full hearing and shall become effective on the first day after 
service of this Decision and Order on the respondent. 


In re: JoEtta L. Anesi, d/b/a Jo's Kennel. AWA Docket No. 267, 
Order issued November 8, 1985. 

Order issued by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer, 

ORDER FIXING EFFECTIVE DATE 

On October 29, 1985, an order was issued denying respondent’s 
Petition for Reconsideration. No effective date was fixed in that 
order since respondent stated she was going to appeal to the 
United States District Court. If an appeal is taken, it must be to 
the appropriate United States Court of Appeals (7 U.S.C. § 2149(c)). 
Since it is not known whether respondent will appeal to the appro- 
priate United States Court of Appeals within the time limit, the 
order previously issued in this case shall become effective 20 days 
after service of this order. If within that 20-day period, respondent 
files with the Hearing Clerk a copy of a notice of appeal to the ap- 
propriate United States Court of Appeals, and requests a stay 
order, consideration will be given to staying the administrative 
order pending the outcome of proceedings for judicial review. 


In re: Galen Rottinghaus. AWA Docket No. 230. Decided Novem- 
ber 22, 1985. 

Compliance with the Act— Consent. 

Robert A. Ertman, for complainant 
Respondent, pro sc. 

Decision by Edward H. McGrail, AdministraHve Law Judge, 
DECISION AND ORDER ' 

This proceeding was'lnstituted , under the Animal Welfare Act, as 
amended (7 U.aa .§|!131:*se9.) (“Act”) by a Complaint filed .by 
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the Administrator, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
("APHIS”), United States Department of Agriculture, charging 
that respondent violated the regulations and standards issued 
under the Act (9 CPR § 1.1 et seq.). This decision is entered pursu- 
ant to the consent decision provisions of the Rules of Practice ap- 
plicable to these proceedings (7 CFR § 1.138). 

The respondent admits the jurisdictional allegations contained in 
the complaint, specifically admits that the Secretary has jurisdic- 
tion in this matter, neither admits nor denies the remaining allega- 
tions, and waives oral hearing and further procedure. Complainant 
and respondent agree for the purpose of settling this procedure to 
the entry of this decision. 

CONCLUSION 

Respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and the par- 
ties having agreed to the entry of this decision and order, this deci- 
sion and order will be entered. 


ORDER 

Respondent shall comply with each and every provision of the 
Animal Welfare Act (7 U.S.C. § 2131 et seq.) and the standards and 
regulations issued thereunder (9 CFR § 1.1 et seq.) and shall cease 
and desist from any violation thereof. 

This order shall have the same force and effect as if entered 
after full hearing and shall become effective on the first day after 
service of this Decision and Order on the respondent. 


In re: Wilbur and Sarah Christensen. AWA Docket No. 236. De- 
cided December 2, 1986. 

Compliance with the Act— Consent. 

Robert A. Ertman, for complainant. 

James J. Wheeler, Kayteavlllo, Missouri, for r^pondents. 

Decision by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 

CONSENT DECISION 

This is a proceeding under the Animal Welfare Act, as amended. 
A complaint issued by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service pursuant to the Act and the applicable 
Rules of Practice was served upon respondents. This decision is en- 
tered pursuant to the consent decision provision of the Jlules of 
Practice (7 CFR lil38h 
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Respondents admit the jurisdictional allegations of the com- 
plaint, specifically admit that the Secretary of Agriculture has ju- 
risdiction in this matter, neither admit nor deny the remaining al- 
legations of the complaint, and waive hearing and further proce- 
dure herein. Complainant and respondents consent to the issuance 
of this order. 

ORDER 

Respondents are ordered to cease and desist from violating the 
Animal Welfare Act, as amended, and the regulations and stand- 
ards issued under the Act. This order shall have the same force 
and effect as if entered after a full hearing and shall be effective 
upon service upon respondent. 


In re: JoEtta L. Anesi, d/b/a Jo’s Kennel. AWA Docket. No. 267. 

Order issued December 2, 1986. 

Order issued by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

ORDER DENYING STAY ORDER 

On November 26, 1985, respondent filed a request for a stay 
pending the outcome of proceedings for judicial review. Respond- 
ent’s request encloses a “copy of my appeal to the U.S. District 
Court Eastern Division at St. Louis, Missouri.” That court has no 
jurisdiction of an appeal in this case. As stated in the Judicial Offi- 
cer's order fixing effective date filed November 8, 1986, “[i]f an 
appeal is taken, it must be to the appropriate United States Court 
of Appeals (7 U.S.C. § 2149(c)).” The "U.S. District Court Eastern 
Division at St. Louis, Missouri” is not a "United States Court of 
Appeals.” Since no valid appeal has been filed, no stay will be 
issued. 

In addition, the reasons set forth in respondent's appeal to the 
District Court do not raise any serious legal issues that would war- 
rant the issuance of a stay pending the outcome of any appeal. Ac- 
cordingly, even if respondent files an appeal within the time limit 
to the appropriate United States Court of Appeals (7 U.S.C. 
§ 2149(c)), and again requests a stay, pnless it appears that a stay is 
warranted, the Judicial Officer vrill deny the request for a stay. 
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In re: Homer Steeley. AWA Docket No. 340. Order issued Decem- 
ber 18, 1986. 

Order issued by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 

ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO DISMISS 

For good cause shown, Complainant’s motion to dismiss is grant- 
ed. Accordingly, is is ORDERED that the complaint be, and hereby 
is, dismissed without prejudice. 


In re: Donald Stumbo, d/b/a Stumbo Farms. AWA Docket No. 

216. Order issued December 23, 1986. 

Order issued by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

REMOVAL OP STAY ORDER 

The stay order previously issued in this proceeding is hereby 
lifted. 

The provisions of the first paragraph of the order filed on August 
7, 1984, shall become effective on the day after service of this order 
on respondent. 

The license suspension provisions of the order issued August 7, 
1984, shall become effective on the 80th day after service of this 
order on respondent. 

The civil penalty imposed by the order of August 7, 1984, shall be 
paid within thirty (30) days after the date of service of this order 
on respondent. 


In re: Patricia Blowers, d/b/a Windsong Kenneis. AWA Docket 
No. 366. Decided December 26, 1986. 

Dealer— Compliance with the Act— Consent. 

Robert Friaby, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro ae. 

Decision by Victor W. Palmer, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION AND ORDER 

This proceeding was instituted under the Animal Welfare Act, as 
amended, 7 U.S.C. §§ 2131-2166 (1982), by a complaint filed by the 
Administrator, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, 
United States Department of Agriculture, alleging that the re- 
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spondent willfully violated the regulations and standards issued 
pursuant to the Act, 9 CFR §§ 1.1-3.142 (1986). This decision is en- 
tered pursuant to the consent decision provisions of the Rules of 
Practice applicable to this proceeding, 7 CPR § 1.138. 

The respondent admits the jurisdictional allegations in para- 
graph I of the complaint and specifically admits that the Secretary 
has jurisdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the re- 
maining allegations, waives oral hearing and further procedure, 
and consents and agrees, for the purpose of settling this proceeding 
and for such purpose only, to the entry of this decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 


FINDINGS OF FACT 


1. Patricia Blowers is an individual doing business as Windsong 
Kennels, and her mailing address is Route 8, Box 14. Danburv 
Wisconsin 64830. 


2. The respondent, at all times material herein, was a dealer 
within the meaning of that term as defined in the Act and subject 
to the provisions of the Act and the regulations and standards 
issued thereunder. 


3. The respondent, at all times material herein, 
Class A dealer (No. 36-A-146) under the Act. 


was licensed as a 


CONCLUSIONS 


The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and the 
wiU be'enS ^ decision, such decision 


Respondent Patricia Blowers shall comply with each and every 
provision of the Animal Welfare Act, 7 U.S.C. §§2131-2166 and 
^he^ regulations and standards issued thereunder, 9 CPR §§ 1.1- 

day alter service of this decision on the respondent. 

Copies of this decision shall be served upon the parties. 
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In re: Bill Scammon and Elaine Scammon. AWA Docket No. 298. 
Decided December 31, 1986. 

Compliance with the Act— Civil penalty— Consent. 

Robert Ertman, for complainant. 

Charles B. Cowherd, Springfield, Missouri, for respondents. 

Decision by Victor W. Palmer, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION AND ORDER 

This is a proceeding under the Animal Welfare Act. A complaint 
issued by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant Health In- 
spection Service pursuant to the Act and the Rules of Practice was 
served upon respondents. This decision is entered pursuant to the 
consent decision provision of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR Section 
1.188). 

Respondents admit the jurisdictional allegations of the com- 
plaint, specifically admit that the Secretary of Agriculture has ju- 
risdiction in this matter, neither admit nor deny the remaining al- 
legations of the complaint, and waive hearing and further proce- 
dure herein. Complainant and respondents consent to the issuance 
of this Order. 


ORDER 

1. A civil penalty of $600.00 is assessed against respondents. The 
Administrator acknowledges receipt of said sum and said penalty is 
hereby deemed satisfied. 

2. Respondents shall cease and desist from violating the Animal 
Welfare Act and the regulations and standards issued under tho 
Act. 

3. This order shall have the same force and effect as if entered 
after a full hearing and shall be effective on the first day after 
service upon respondents. 
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In re: Utica Packing Company. FMIA Docket No. 35. Decided No- 
vember 18, 1982.’* 

Conviction for bribing a supervisory Federal meat Inspector on four occasions— 
Dismissal of complaint with prejudice following remand order from Sixth Circuit. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER ON REMAND 


This matter is on remand from the United States District Court 
for the Easter District of Michigan, Southern Division, for further 
consideration consistent with the Order of the United States Court 
of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit dated September 2, 1982, 

In the Decision and Order previously filed in this case (39 Agric, 
Dec. 590 (1980)), the Judicial Officer withdrew federal meat inspec- 
tion from respondent indefinitely, but suspended the denial for so 
long as David Fenster is not associated with respondent and pro- 
vides no direction or advice to and exercises no conti'ol over re- 
spondent. The Order was based on David Fenster’s felony convic- 
tions of bribing a supervisory Federal meat inspector on four occa- 
sions which, according to the Judicial Officer, warranted the deter- 
mination that respondent is unfit to receive meat inspection, bo 
long as David Fenster is associated with respondent, irrespective of 
any mitigating circumstances. 


The original Decision and Order was affirmed by the United 
States Distnct Court, Utica Packing Co. v, Bergland, 611 F. Supp. 
656 (E.D. Mich. 1981), but was remanded by the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit to afford the Judicial Officer 
ail opportunity to consider the mitigating circumstances advanced 
by David Fenster, In remanding the case, the Court stated {Utica 
Pacing Co. V. Bergland, No. 81-1383, slip op. at 6 (6th Cir. Sept, 2, 


On appeal, Penster’s principal argument is , . , [that] 
the Judicial Officer erred in refusing to consider mitigat- 
ing circumstances. We agree. Mitigating circumstances are 
^ immaterial or irrelevant, and may be considered. 
Whether a particular conviction is itself sufficient to war- 
rant withdrawal of inspection services depends upon the 
facte underlying the conviction. The more closely the con- 

Acf the mL^ Inspection 

of nnfun determination 

^j^itness regardless of the mitigating facte present. See 

’ C^e was not included in im compUation. Editor. 
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Wyszynski Provision Co., Inc. v. Sec. of Agriculture, 538 F. 
Supp. 361, 364 (E.D. Pa. 1982). 

Upon consideration of the briefs, the arguments of coun- 
sel, and the record, this Court is of the opinion that this 
action must be remanded to the district court with direc- 
tions to afford the Judicial Officer an opportunity to con- 
sider the mitigating circumstances advanced by Fenster. 

This Court expresses no opinion on either the mitigating 
circumstances or the merits of the action. 

Consideration of the mitigating circumstances here is not for the 
same purpose as in a criminal proceeding, viz., to determine wheth- 
er punishment should be reduced. In fact, there is no punishment 
here. This is an administrative proceeding to protect the public in- 
terest, i.e., to determine whether respondent is fit to receive meat 
inspection. The mitigating circumstances here are to be considered 
solely in determining whether they overcome the determination of 
unfitness that otherwise would be made based on the felony convic- 
tions involved in this case. 

Before considering the mitigating circumstances, we should look 
at the felony convictions which led to the initiation of the adminis- 
trative proceeding. 

On April 26, 1978, David Fenster was found guilty by the United 
States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan of having 
violated 18 U.S.C. § 201(b) by bribing a supervisory United States 
Veterinarian-Inspector on four separate occasions. Before entering 
its judgment, the United States District Court handed down a 
memorandum opinion and order, on April 18, 1978, which states: 

“The defendant herein was charged with violations of the 
bribery statute, 18 U.S.C. § 201, in a four-count Indictment 
returned and filed on November 16, 1977. Specifically, de- 
fendant is alleged to have paid $200.00 on four separate oc- 
casions (viz., November 24, December 3, December 10, and 
December 17, 1976) to a U. S. Veterinarian-Inspector for 
the purpose of influencing that official in decisions and ac- 
tions regarding inspections of meat at a meat-processing 
plant. On Wednesday, March 1, 1978, defendant waived his 
right to trial by jury. The government acquiesced in the 
waiver and the Court, having conducted an inquiry on the 
record, was satisfied that the waiver was voluntary and in- 
telligent. Trial was begun on that day and concluded on 
the; next What follows is a narrative exposition of the 
Court’s findings of fact and conclusions of law.” 
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Prior to March, 1975, health and sanitation inspections at 
the Utica Packing Plant had been conducted by State offi- 
cers who were, by virtue of statutory and contractual au- 
thority, supervised by federal officers and who enforced 
pertinent federal regulations. After March, 1976, the re- 
sponsibility for inspections and enforcement devolved di- 
rectly on federal authorities, and a staff of federal inspec- 
tors assumed the relevant duties. At all times pertinent 
here, the staff consisted of Craig A. Reed, a Doctor of Vet- 
erinary Medicine, and five or six lay inspectors. Dr. Reed 
having supervisory authority over the lay inspectors as- 
signed to the plant. Dr. Reed was himself responsible to a 
circuit supervisor and thence to a regional supervisor. The 
staff worked on the plant premises and every animal was 
inspected at various stages by the inspectors." 

'■Utica Packing was engaged in the slaughter and process- 
mg of hogs. 'The production process-killing, cleaning, evis- 
cerating, sectioning, storing, and shipping-was controlled 

inspectors, who could slow 
lei [n ^ se"ection of particular prob- 

Muld stOD th^ “"“Stisfactory or who 

could stop the entire process until correction of a more 

pervasive unsatisfactory condition was made. For exaZe 

of certain unsatisfactory conditions 

dpnpo of f U examination of hogs for evi 

ty of thit eusceptibili- 

tuberculosis involved andTlthe ‘yP® of 

the involvement ^ extent of 

loss of some parts or it require sectioning with 

proved altogether It is reaHM altogether or ap- 

nectiy the effloiency ^ 
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“As is perhaps inevitable in that type of situation, some 
friction developed between management and the inspec- 
tion team. The former complained that some shut-downs 
were unnecessary or had been unnecessarily prolonged; 
that inspectors were too strict or picayune; that the inspec- 
tors were acting arbitrarily and capriciously. On the other 
hand, the veterinarian assigned to the plant considered 
that his conduct and performance were proper, that the 
plant needed upgrading and that the staff, in the main, 
was following the regulations and enforcing them fairly." 

“In September, 1976, an inspection of the plant was con- 
ducted by the regional office of the U. S. Department of 
Agriculture and resulted in a rating of 1 on a scale of 1 
through 4, 4 being the best and 1 the worst rating assigna- 
ble. This result was brought to the attention of David Fen- 
ater, a part-owner of the plant, by Dr. Reed on September 
21, 1976. At that meeting, Fenster suggested to Reed that 
an arrangement be made between them which would be 
worth $100 to $200 a week to Reed and which would 
result, in return, that there be fewer stoppages of the line 
and a lower condemnation rate. Thereafter, Reed attempt- 
ed to contact an FBI agent whom he knew as a result of a 
prior, unrelated investigation, but did not succeed in 
reaching him until November, 1976. The two of them de- 
vised a plan whereby Reed would appear to accept the 
offer made by Fenster. Reed was provided with a concealed 
body transmitter and recorder and, so equipped, met with 
Fenster on the four dates delineated in the Indictment. On 
each such occasion Reed received the sum of $200 from 
Fenster. The conversations between Reed and Fenster 
were recorded and subsequently transcribed; the tran- 
scripts were received in evidence as Exhibits IB, 2B, 3B, 
and 4B." 

“There is no doubt that David Fenster paid over the funds 
to the federal officer and that it was his intent to influence 
the officer in the performance of his official duties. The 
issue remains, however, as to the nature of Fenster's in- 
tentions, since that issue will determine whether he is 
guilty of a violation contemplated in 18 U.S.C. § 201(b). or 
of one; described in §201(D, the former carrying a^uch 
higher potential penalty than the latter." 
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"Section 201(b) of Title 18 of the United States Code prO' 
vides for the imposition of penalties on 

“ ‘[wjhoever, directly or indirectly, corruptly gives, 
offers, or promises anything of value to any public 
official * * * with intent— 

'(1) to influence any official act; or 

'(2) to influence such public official * * * to 
commit or aid in committing, or collude in or 
allow, any fraud, or make opportunity for the 
commission of any fraud, on the United States; or 

'(3) to induce such public official * * * to do or 
omit to do any act in violation of his lawful 
duty, . . ” 


Subsection (f), on the other hand, is directed against 

“ 'Whoever, otherwise than as provided by law for 
fte proper discharge of official duty, directly or 
indirectly gives, offers, or promises anything of 
value to any public official. * • ♦ for or because 
of any official act performed or to be performed by 
such public official 

"Subsection (0 sets forth a lesser offense included' in the 

'a ‘he difference consist- 

ing in the higher degree of criminal knowledge and pur- 

pose betokened by the adverb 'corruptly.' L U.S I 

SO, as. V. Brewster, 606 F.2d 62 (D.C. Cir. 1974) fconstru- 

mg the analogous provisions of § 201(c) and (g) applicable 
to impients of bribes]." “ igi appiicame 

‘he prob- 

iiif« f the subtle gradations of the respective 

P’'«®'=">>ed in subsection (c), wLch it 
““ho". and subsection (g)!' wS ^ 

"an officer or employee or 

branch of Government thereof, * • * in anv <lepartment, agency or 

S'"”'"'' V'” ^ 

action on any quUron°”"'t "any decision or 

oini, in hU Official capacity. or^St^ i^UrpS^ 
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called the gratuity section. It concluded, as to this ques- 
tion: 


" 'The bribery section makes necessary an explicit 
quid pro quo which need not exist if only an ille- 
gal gratuity is involved; the briber is the mover or 
producer of the official act, but the official act for 
which the gratuity is given might have been done 
without the gratuity, although the gratuity was 
produced because of the official act.’ ” 

“Id. at 72." 

“The thrust of the two sections and the functions they 
were designed to serve are radically different, and it is 
from the perspective of that difference that they are to be 
construed and applied. Section 201(f) is a gratuity section." 

“ ‘It is apparent from the language of the subsec- 
tion that what Congress had in mind was to pro- 
hibit an individual, dealing with a Government 
employee in the course of his official duties, from 
giving the employee additional compensation or a 
tip or gratuity for or because of an official act al- 
ready done or about to be done.’ " “C/.5. v. Irwin, 

364 F.2d 192 at 196 (2d Cir. 1966), cert, denied 888 
U.S. 967." 

“Section 201(b), on the other hand, is directed against im- 
pairment of the actual and apparent integrity of public 
life." 


“ ‘The evil sought to be prevented by the deter- 
rent effect of 18 U.S.C. § 201(b) is the aftermath 
suffered by the public when an official is corrupt- 
ed and thereby perfidiously fails to perform his 
public service and duty. Thus the purpose of the 
statute is to discourage one from seeking an ad- 
vantage by attempting to influence a public offi- 
cial to depart from conduct deemed essential to 
the public interest.’ ” “C/.S, v. Jacobs, 431 F.2d 764 
at 769 (2d Cir. 1970), cert, denied 402 U.S. 950." 


“In light of these standards, the Court is satisfied that the 
facts established at trial b^peak beyond a reasonable 
doubt a violation of § 201(b). It is clear that in offering the 
payments and later making them David Fenster had a 
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more focused purpose in mind than merely to build a re- 
serve of good will toward his company on tho part of influ- 
ential officials. It was Dr. Reed's understanding tJiat in 
return for the money he was to alleviate Fenater's prob- 
lems, specifically by reducing tho number of line-atoiipngo,,! 
and by giving the company the benefit of the doubt with 
regard to hogs of questionable soundness. This understand- 
ing is borne out by the transcripts of the recorded convm- 
sations between Reed and Fenster. They reveal that while 
Fenster expected Reed to maintain an appearance of con- 
scientious enforcement (Exhibit IB, pp. 11 and 14), he also 
expected that more hogs would be passed (Exhibit IB, nn. 

9, 13-14; p. pp. 21 and 23; 3B, p. 29), that the production 

frequently (.Exhibit IB, pp. 

14, 16-18 [falsify time sheets so that inspectors would huvo 
less inducement to stop the line for the purpose of earning 

s 

3B pD 29 t inapector (Exliibit 

pp. 31, 36).2 In short, the evidence of a quid-pro-auo 

18 , in the opinion of this court, overwhelming. . . 

considerations underlying’ the Foderal 
findings as fXwtcru.ac.l^a statement of 

§ 602. Congressional statement of findings 
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meat food products, and result in sundry losses to livestock 
producers and processors of meat and meat food products, 
as well as injury to consumers. The unwholesome, adulter- 
ated, mislabeled, or deceptively packaged articles can be 
sold at lower prices and compete unfairly with the whole- 
some, not adulterated, and properly labeled and packaged 
articles, to the detriment of consumers and the public gen- 
erally. It is hereby found that all articles and animals 
which are regulated under this chapter are either in inter- 
state or foreign commerce or substantially affect such com- 
merce, and that regulation by the Secretary and coopera- 
tion by the States and other jurisdictions as contemplated 
by this chapter are appropriate to prevent and eliminate 
burdens upon such commerce, to effectively regulate such 
commerce, and to protect the health and welfare of con- 
sumers. [Emphasis added.] 

In the present case, David Fenster, respondent's president and 
half-owner, was convicted under 18 U.S.C. § 201(b) of bribing tlu> 
supervisory Federal meat inspector at respondent's plant on four 
separate occasions. The Court explained that 18 U.S.C. § 201(b) re* 
quires that the bribe be given “corruptly" to "influence a public of- 
ficial to depart from conduct deemed essential to the public inter- 
est," The Court stated that "[i]n light of these standards, the Court 
is satisfied that the facts established at trial bespeak beyond a roti* 
sonable doubt a violation of § 201(b).” 

A highly qualified psychiatrist, who conducted a psychiatric 
interview of David Fenster and testified on his behalf, agreed with 
the Court's finding as to Fenster’s purpose, stating (Tr. 622); 

I do believe the finding of the Court was most likely accu- 
rate, that Mr. Fenster did want to influence the officials, 
which I believe is the definition of bribery, which is a 
harsh sounding word, but I think he did have that inten- 
tion at one point. 

It is clear that David Fenster's conduct strikes at the heart of 
the meat inspection program. This would be true even if we wore 
to consider the effect of Fenster's bribery attempt, if successful, 
only at respondent's plant. That is, if Dr. Reed had in fact been cor- 
rupted by the bribes, meat inspection at respondent's plant would 
not have been conducted impartially, with the public interest in 
mind. 

The necessary result of Fenster’s bribery, if successful, would 
have beep':a: likelihood that, at least on some occasions, unwhole- 
some meat would have beOn-introduced into commerce. As staled 
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Alao, meat inspectors are relatively low paid Federal employees. 
Packers have, at times, paid weekly (tax free) bribes to meat in- 
spectors or graders equal to or more than their Federal take-home 
pay (see In re National Meat Packers, Inc., 38 Agric, Dec. 169, 171- 
72 (1978)). Accordingly, if we are to be assured of having wholesome 
meat and meat food products from a particular plant, we must 
know without question that the plant’s management will not at- 
tempt to bribe any inspector at the plant. 

It is the view of the Administrator of the Department’s meat in- 
spection program and the Judicial Officer that every person con- 
victed under 18 U.S.C. § 201(b) of corruptly bribing a meat inspec- 
tor, with the necessary proof of criminal knowledge and purpose, is 
unfit to receive Federal meat inspection, irrespective of any miti- 
gating circumstances. That conduct alone so strikes at the heart of 
the meat inspection program as to prove conclusively, without 
regard to any mitigating circumstances, that the convicted felon is 
unfit to receive Federal meat inspection. 

Accordingly, in the present case, the Judicial Officer held that 
respondent was unfit to receive Federal meat inspection because of 
David Fenser’s bribery convictions, irrespective of any mitigating 
circumstances. The Judicial Officer's decision made it clear that 
mitigating circumstances are to be considered in the case of felo- 
nies not striking at the heart of the meat inspection program. Spe- 
cifically, the Judicial Officer held (In re Utica Packing Co., 89 
Agric. Dec. 690, 603 (1980)): 

In the Norwich Beef case, the felony which afforded the 
jurisdictional basis for withdrawing inspection service in- 
volved the receipt of a truck load of stolen beef. Since that 
felony is not directly involved with meat inspection, all of 
the facts and circumstances had to be considered to deter- 
mine whether the recipient of meat inspection was unfit to 
receive inspection because of that type of felony convic- 
tion. 

But in the present case, the felony conviction relates to 
the heart of the meat inspection program. Respondent’s 
president and half-owner was convicted of "corruptly” 
giving money to the supervisor of the meat inspectors at 
respondent’s plant under a statute which “is to discourage 
one from seeking an advantage by attempting to influence 
a public official to depart from conduct deemed essential to 
the publio interest" (Finding 4, supra). In view of the type 
of felony involved in the present case, there is no need to 
considef any other circumstances in order to determine 
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whether the conviction of this felony renders respondent 
unfit to receive inspection services. 

In a thoughtful and well-reasoned decision, the District Court af- 
firmed the Judicial Officer's original decision in this proceeding. 
Utica Packing Co. v. Bergland, 511 F. Supp. 666 (E.D. Mich. 1981). 

I believe that the original administrative decision in this case is 
correct, notwithstanding the reversal by the Court of Appeals. The 
decision by the Court of Appeals in this case will assure the distri- 
bution of unwholesome or adulterated meat in some instances. 
That is, under the Sixth Circuit’s opinion, if there are enough miti- 
gating circumstances, a felon convicted under 18 U.S.C. § 201(b) of 
corruptly bribing a Federal meat inspector must, nonetheless, be 
determined to be fit to continue to receive Federal meat inspection. 
Since the judicial system has not had outstanding success in pre- 
dicting which criminals will repeat their criminal conduct, we are 
not likely to have any better batting average in predicting which 
felons convicted of bribing a meat inspector will not repeat that un- 
lawful conduct, or otherwise attempt to subvert the meat inspec- 
tion program. 

It is true that the Court of Appeals’ decision indicates that in the 
case of a bribery conviction, it is “likely” it will support a determi- 
nation of unfitness regardless of the mitigating facts present. Spe- 
cifically, the Court states (slip op. at 5): 


The more closely the conduct strikes to the policies of the 
Federal Meat Inspection Act, the more likely it alone will 
support a determination of unfitness regardless of the 
mitigating facts present. 


■ suggests that the great m^ority of persons con- 

victed of bribery under 18 U.S.C. § 201 (b) will be found unfit to re- 
ceive Federal meat inspection regardless of the mitigating facts 
present, it also suggests that some mitigating facts would outweigh 
a bribery conviction. Otherwise, the Court would not have remand- 
wltw present case to consider the mitigating circumstances, not- 
inspecte^'"^ ’’‘‘ibing the supervisory meat 

In other words, the Court’s statement quoted above was made in 

“’et Fenster’s con- 

spectton Act^tha”* ® the policies of the Federal Meat In- 

S the^fpl.^ ™ P^*le mitigating circumstances could out- 
weigh, the felony coninotions in determining respondent’s fitness to 
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m cases in which an appeal does^otritoito thejiSlxth Circuit. 



UTICA PACKING COMPANY 
Volume 44 Number 7 


2735 


For the reasons set forth above, the decision of the Court of Ap- 
peals in this case will not be followed in any case in which an 
appeal does not lie to the Sixth Circuit, In all cases in which an 
appeal does not lie to the Sixth Circuit, anyone who is convicted 
under 18 U.S.C. § 201Cb) of the felony of bribing a Federal meat in- 
spector will automatically be found unfit to receive Federal inspec- 
tion, and Federal inspection will be withdrawn indefinitely from 
the plant (unless it is appropriate, as in the present case, to contin- 
ue inspection if the convicted felon is completely disassociated from 
the plant). 

However, since other reviewing courts might agree with the 
Sixth Circuit’s decision in the present case, the Administrative Law 
Judges should in every case receive evidence as to mitigating cir- 
cumstances and indicate their opinion as to such circumstances. 

Respondent relies on a number of so-called mitigating circum- 
stances. David Fenster testified that prior to offering the bribes, he 
felt that the inspectors were enforcing the rules unfairly, arbitrar- 
ily and in a discriminatory manner at respondent’s plant. He was 
receiving offers to buy his plant, and he believed that the Federal 
inspectors might be part of a conspiracy to induce him to sell; that 
they might be stopping his production line unnecessarily so as to 
earn overtime pay; and that some of the inspectors wei'e harrassing 
him because of a personal dislike for him. 

There is much evidence in the record to demonstrate the reason- 
ableness of Mr. Fenster's beliefs as to the inspectors. His produc- 
tion line was stopped by the inspectors for an average of two or 
more hours a day during the period preceding the bribes. This not 
only caused respondent to have to pay over 100 employees for their 
lost time, but, also, frequently prevented the plant from completing 
the killing of the hogs that arrived by truck each day. 

On many days during the summer of 1976 (preceding the bribes 
in November and December 1976), more than 16 or 20 hogs died on 
the trucks because the line had been stopped by the inspectors (Tr. 
277-280). Some Federal inspectors felt that inspection at respond- 
ent's plant was more strict than at its competitors' plants, and 
David Fenster's son observed that at a competitor's plant the line 
was not stopped for conditions which he felt were far worse than at 
respondent's plant.® 


* Weighty evidence proves tliat much corrective action by the inspectors at Utica 
was justified. A Qpmpliance Review Staff gave respondent's plant the lowest possible 
rating in September 1976. If conditions were worse at competitors’ plants, inspection 
there might have been too lax. Also, the record suggests that other plants have a 
"kiok^ut'’ rail whlch allows animals to be set aside without stopping the line. The 
addition of a/^kiok*out^’ rail should be explored by respondent. 
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Respondent contends that the ring leader of the inspectors har- 
rassing the plant was John Stadler, a close friend of Dr. Reed, who 
received the bribes in this case. John Stadler "hated the black 
people" at respondent's plant (Tr. 1026); he "had no use for blncka” 
(Tr. 1053). He also "hated Yugoslavians" (Tr. 1068), who comijriso u 
large portion of respondent's work force. He referred to David Fon* 
ster’s partner as "a stupid Yugoslavian" (Tr. 1026-26), 

David Fenster is a Jew, and inspector Stadler made such obscono 
and derogatory comments about Jews that decency precludes nw 
irom quoting his comments or even giving the record citation 
(counsel for both parties are aware of the transcript reference). In 
particular, Inspector Stadler had a "personal dislike or hatred 
toward David Fenster" (Tr. 1060-61). 

Inspector Stadler, Dr. Reed (who received the bribes) and anotlier 

ways to u i 

to "Lb I T following day at the 

plant' to make it rough on the plant" (Tr. 1065). 

These circumstances lend support to the view that David Fenster 

1 e? bv' he wae being it' 

tZLnt ““hjected to disoriminutory 

inspectors) cannot take thp ^ mistreatment from 

bribes. He nmsrpursuf 

available. If his initial efforts Z^"^**^*®*^**®**™ avenues which are 
bringing his problem to the attenH 

reaches the top. If all that fails officials until ho 

If an individual ha!w inexcusable. 

(real or imaginary) could^solve his^ bwause of Federal inspectors 
tors, it would lead to le pubL 

at that individual's plant Tut at * subverted, not only 
would soon spread. * ^ plants, where the practice 

Accordingly, I would give no weieht tn i-u* ■ 
termmmg respondent's fitness to rStle oircumstance in de- 
m the absence of the Sixth Circuit'sTSI? nieat inspection. 

Respondent also contends fi, + n f**" m this case. 

Jehaidor resulting from partlSrl® fi aberrant 

*ba tion of old psychic irguri3iff^^:«"diti^^^ and exac- 

- ^avld senator 



UTICA PACKING COMPANY 
Volume 44 Number 7 


2737 


Nazis, and, together with his mother, sister, and brother, he es- 
caped from a train en route to a gas chamber. He never saw his 
family again. He was recaptured and taken to a concentration 
camp before being liberated in 1945. 

David Fenster undoubtedly was under great stress and emotional 
strain at the time of the bribery in 1976. In 1975 he lost the sight 
of his right eye, after several operations. For months after the op- 
eration, he had headaches and nerve problems, requiring him to 
take sleeping pills, tranquilizers, and other drugs. Then his left eye 
started to go bad in 1976. He consulted numerous doctors, receiving 
conflicting advice as to the desirability of surgery, which subjected 
him to great emotional stress. He had additional problems because 
his partner drank heavily. His problems with meat inspectors, re- 
ferred to above, further contributed to his stress. 

Respondent contends that because of the unusually stressful cir- 
cumstances referred to above, David Fenster regressed to the old 
way of dealing with danger that he learned while a victim of the 
Nazi Holocaust, during which period of time bribery was a neces- 
sary way of life to survive. 

Although David Fenster deserves much sympathy for the many 
problems referred to above, they do not excuse bribery of a Federal 
meat inspector, and do not cause me to change my views with re- 
spect to respondent's unfitness to receive meat inspection so long 
as David Fenster is associated with respondent. 

I agree with Judge Taylor {Utica Packing Co. v. Bergland, 511 F. 
Supp. 656, 663 (E.D. Mich. 1981), rev’d on other grounds^ No. 81- 
1383 (6th Cir. Sept. 2, 1982) that this argument by respondent- 
ia a slander not only on the Jewish survivors of the Holo- 
caust but on this country, to which Fenster immigrated 
and in which he has built an enterprise which his econo- 
mist testified is worth $200 million to his community; in 
which this record indicates that he has had access to every 
level of the United States Department of Agriculture in- 
cluding the Secretary of Agriculture to discuss his difficul- 
ties in the Meat Inspection Program; in which a United 
States Senator has sworn to his high character, as have 
tl^e aides of two State Senators (one of whom is now his 
employee) and a bank President. 

I further agree with Judge Taylor that this argument, if credited, 
further "establish[es] the propriety of Fenster’s suspension from 
the meat inspection program” {ibid.). That is, if Fenster's experi- 
ence through the Nazi. Holocaust could cause him to revert to brib- 
ery more than 30 years later because of stressful circumstances, 
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there ia certainly the possibility that he would again revert to brib- 
ery under further stressful circumstances. Mr. Fenater’s situation 
could get worse, both with respect to his health and his business. 
Many well run businesses have gone bankrupt or are on the verge 
of bankruptcy. Accordingly, if Fenster's experiences through the 
Nazi Holocaust over 30 years before had some part in leading to 
the bribery involved in this case, I could not be sure that he would 
not again repeat that conduct under more stressful conditions. 

Accordingly, these mitigating circumstances would have no 
weight with me in determining respondent’s fitness to receive Fed- 
eral meat inspection, in the absence of the Sixth Circuit's opinion 
in this case. 


Respondent also relies on the prior good record of respondent 
and David Penster, and his present good reputation, despite the 
conviction. Here again, I give more weight to the facts involved in 
the felony convictions than to opinions as to respondent and Pen- 
reviewed too many files where highly respected persons 
testified as to a ^rson’s excellent character and reputation, despite 
unchallenged evidence in the file proving that he engaged in seri- 
ous, fraudulent conduct, to attach any significant weight to such 
testimony. 

Accordingly, I would give no weight to these circumatanoes in de- 
in fill"' ‘0 receive Federal meat inapection, 
in the absence of the Sixth Circuit’s opinion in this oaae. 

that it is not now having any 
1979 the n q '”*** inspection program. In fact, on October 16^ 
rennrf J ' '^nterinarian who serves as Area Supervisor filed a 
re^rt advising the Director of Meat and Poultry Inspection that 
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is the consistent policy of this Department to impose a remedial 
sanction without regard to the respondent's present compliance 
with the Act and without making any determination that it is 
likely that respondent will again violate the Act in the future,^ No 
second chance is given. There is even less reason for giving a meat 
plant a second chance where the public health is at stake as in this 
case. 

If a second chance were to be given to violators of the Depart- 
ment’s regulatory programs even where the first violation was 
wilful and serious, the remedial statutes would be rendered ineffec- 
tive. It is a rare case where the violator has not ceased violating by 
the time the final order is issued. It is a rare case where the viola- 
tor cannot produce some witnesses who regard his reputation as 
good irrespective of the violation. It is a rare case where the viola- 
tor would not appear to be truly sorry for his misconduct and indi- 
cate that the violation will never again be committed. Accordingly, 
unless we were to adopt a second chance policy as to all of the De- 
partment's regulatory programs (which is not contemplated), there 
is no basis whatever for adopting it in this proceeding where the 
public health is at stake. 

In addition, if we were to adopt a second chance policy in Meat 
Inspection Act cases, it would, at least to some extent, be inconsist- 
ent with the Congressional policy set forth in the statute, which 
permits withdrawal of meat inspection because of conviction of a 
single felony or more than one lesser violation (21 U.S.C. § 671). A 
second chance policy would, in effect, result in withdrawing inspec- 
tion only after conviction of more than one felony. 

Accordingly, in the absence of the Sixth Circuit's opinion in this 
case, I would give no weight to respondent's conduct after the com- 
plaint was filed in this case. 

Respondent also relies on the length of time since Fenster's ille- 
gal conduct. It is indeed unfortunate that so much time has 


. In re Sterling Colo. Beef Co., 89 Agric. Dec. 184, 288-39 (1980), appeal die- 

missed, No. 80-1298 (10th Cir. Aug. 11, 1980); In re American Fruit Purveyors, Inc., 
38 Agric. Dec, 1872, 1887-88 (1979), affd per curiam, 630 F.2d 870 (6th Cir. 1980), 
cert, denied, 101 S. Ct. 1701 (1981); In re Mounlaineide Butter & Egg Co., 38 Agric. 
Dec. 789, 800 (1978) (remand order), final decision, 39 Agric, Dec. 862, 868-64 (1980) 
affd, No. 80^898 (D. N.J. June 28, 1982); In re L.R. Morris Produce Exch., Inc., 37 
AgriC; Dec, 1112, 1120 (1978); In re Breckenridge Auction & Sales Co., 36 Agric. Dec. 
1622, 1680 (1977); In re DeJong Packing Co., 88 Agric. Dec. 1181, 1218-21 (1977), 
a/7'W, 818i;F.2d 1829 (9th Cir.) (2-1 decision), cerL denied, 449 U.S, 1061 (1980)- In re 

(1976), affd. No. 76-1613 (9th Cir. Mar. 9, 1977), 
printed i?} 86 Agric, Dec. 467; Zn re J. Arxvedo & Sons, 34 Agric. Dec. 120, 186, affd 
per curiarh, 624 F;2d:977 (6th Cir. 1976); In k Miller, 33 Agric. Dec. 68, 62, 81. aff'd 
per cuWam; 498 F.2d 1088 (6th Cir, 1974). 
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elapsed. The bribery occurred at the end of 1976. The indictmtnit 
was returned and filed on November 15, 1977. The criminal prO' 
ceeding was concluded August 22, 1978. The criminal conviction 
formed the basis for the present administrative proceeding, wliich 
was initiated on October 18, 1978. The Administrative Law Judge 
decided the case February 11, 1980, and the Judicial Officer decided 
the case June 25, 1980. The remand order was received in Sopteiu* 
ber 1982. Although this six year period since the violation ia moHt 
unfortunate from the standpoint of the public interest in assuriiig 
a wholesome meat supply, it does not afford the basis for finding 
that respondent is fit to receive meat inspection with David Ken- 
ster still associated with respondent. 

Accordingly. I would give no weight to this circumstance, iti the 
absence of the Sixth Circuit Court's opinion in this case 
Respondent contends that withdrawal of meat inspection would 
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nonetheless, there are, of course, degrees of bribery. In this case, 
the bribery was not as flagrant as it could have been. That is, al- 
though Mr, Fenster did not want the line stopped as often, there is 
some basis for his belief that the line was being stopped unneces- 
sarily. Also, during the bribery conversations, Mr. Fenster made it 
clear to Dr. Reed that he wanted a clean plant, and that he wanted 
Dr. Reed s help in achieving that objective. As to tuberculosis hogs, 
although Mr. Fenster suggested several times during the bribery 
conversations that borderline hogs should be passed, he also stated 
on many occasions during the same bribery conversations that he 
had no right to tell Dr. Reed what to do as to tuberculosis hogs, 
and that Dr. Reed should use his own judgment as to them. 

Second, the testimony in this proceeding indicates that the bribes 
would not have been given if Dr. Reed had not misunderstood a 
comment by David Fenster, and later hinted strongly to Fenster 
that he wanted money from Fenster. Fenster testified that in Sep- 
tember 1976 when Dr. Reed was in Penster’s office, Fenster asked 
him “What do you want?" (Tr. 760). By this, Fenster meant, "What 
am I doing wrong? What do you want from me? What do you want 
me to do?" (Tr. 760). 

Dr. Reed took Penster’s statement as suggesting a bribe, went to 
the FBI, got wired-up with a tape recorder, and then went back to 
Penster's office on November 24, 1976. Dr. Reed initiated the dis- 
cussion by saying, "Well, you told me, you asked me what I want?" 
(Tr. 772). Dr. Reed then said, "Well you know"— “You know what" 
(Tr. 772). Fenster naturally took this as an invitation for a bribe, 
and immediately said, "What do you want, money? Well, I’ll give 
you a hundred,” "What do you want, you want $200?" (Tr. 772). 

Although Fenster’s testimony in this proceeding is different from 
Dr. Reed's testimony in the criminal proceeding, Dr. Reed did not 
testify in this proceeding notwithstanding the fact he was original- 
ly scheduled as a witness (Tr. 902) and Judge Palmer warned com- 
plainant's counsel that an adverse inference might be drawn from 
the failure to call "any witness who could be available who does 
not testify” (Tr. 908). Since David Fenster did not testify in the 
criminal proceeding and Dr, Reed did not testify in the administra- 
tive proceeding, neither judge had an opportunity to resolve the 
conflict in their testimony by observing their demeanor. 

Respondent concedes that Dr. Reed’s conduct was not sufficient 
entrapment to constitute a defense to a criminal proceeding, but, 
nonetheless, if the facts are as sworn by David Fenster at the ad- 
ministrative proceeding in this case, this would be a mitigating cir- 
cumstance to be considered under the Sixth Circuit’s remand order 
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Furthermore, David Fenster has already been precluded from 
working at respondent’s plant for 9 or 10 months, since a stay 
order was not issued following the District Court’s decision in this 
case. This is not a significant factor to me since I believe that no 
period of time away from a meat plant could make a person con* 
victed under 18 U.S.C. § 201(b) of bribing a meat inspector fit to re- 
ceive Federal inspection (just as no passage of time could make a 
Federal inspector who accepted a bribe fit to be reemployed as a 
Federal inspector). But this is a circumstance that is as relevant as 
the other circumstances referred to above. 

For the reasons set forth above, I am with great reluctance and 
misgiving dismissing the complaint in this case. 

I would not want to eat meat from any plant managed by a 
person who has been convicted under 18 U.S.C. § 201(b) of corruptly 
bribing a meat inspector. I deeply regret that I feel compelled by 
the Sixth Circuit’s remand order to cause other persons to have to 
do so. 


ORDER 

The complaint in this proceeding is hereby dismissed with preju- 
dice. 


In re: Fort Plain Packing Co., Inc. FMIA Docket No. 76. Decided 
October 11, 1986. 

Withdrawal and denial of Inepectlon services, suspended with conditions. 

Because of the felony convictions of respondent and its president for conspiracy to 
violate the Federal Meat Inspection Act, respondent was alleged unfit to engage in 
any business requiring inspection under the Act. Such inspection services were or- 
dered withdrawn and denied. However, this order was suspended provided respond- 
ent's President follow stipulations as given in the order. 

Marshall Marcus, for complainant. 

Peter 0. Saftr, Washington, D.C., for respondent. 

Decision by Dorothea A. Baker, Administrative Law Judge, 

DECISION AND ORDER 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

On September 21, 1983, the United States Department of Agri- 
culture, for purposes of convenience of reference, hereinafter some- 
times referred^ to ae the “USDA” or, the "Department,” filed a 
Complaint against Fort Plain Packing Co., Inc., hereinafter some- 
times referred to as "Fort Plain,” alleging that Fort Plain is unfit 
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live proceeding, Fort Plain had not exhausted its administrative 
remedies and the action was not ripe for judicial review. Fort Plain 
seeks to reserve this issue for appeal, if necessary. 

Hearings on this matter were held on June 18, 19, and 20, 1984, 
in Washington, D. C. and on August 16, 1984, in Albany, New 
York, before Administrative Law Judge Dorothea A. Baker. The 
Complainant was represented by Marshall Marcus, Esquire, Office 
of the General Counsel, United States Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C, 20250, and the Respondent was represented by 
Peter 0. Safir, Esquire, of Kleinfeld, Kaplan & Becker, 1140 Nine- 
teenth Street, N. W., Washington, D. C. 20036. 

FINDINGS OP PACT 

1. Fort Plain Packing Co., Inc., hereinafter sometimes referred to 
as the Respondent, is a corporation, operating a meat packing es- 
tablishment, at Route 6, Nelliston, New York 13410. 

2. Respondent, is now, and at all times material herein, was the 
recipient of inspection services, under Title I of the Act, at said es- 
tablishment. 

8. Mr. Leopold Koppel is now, and at all times material herein 
was, President and Chief Executive Officer of Fort Plain Packing 
Co., Inc. 

4, On July 28, 1983, Respondent corporation was convicted in the 
United States District Court for the Northern District of New 
York, of one felony, conspiracy to defraud the Government and fe- 
loniously violate the Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. section 
601 etseq.), in violation of 18 U.S.C. section 371. 

6. On July 28, 1983, Leopold Koppel was convicted, in the United 
States District Court for the Northern District of New York, of one 
felony, conspiracy to defraud the Government and feloniously vio- 
late the Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. section 601 et seq.), 
in violation of 18 U.S.C. section 371. 

6. As part of a plea agreement » with the United States, Leopold 
Koppel executed a sworn Affidavit outlining the details and specif- 
ics of the above referenced conspiracy. It is this Affidavit which 
furnishes the basis for much of Complainant’s case. 

7. In the above referenced Affidavit, Mr. Koppel acknowledged 
his awareness of the Federal laws regulating establishments pre- 
paring wholesome meat for commerce. Notwithstanding this, he ad- 
mitted to giving orders to accomplish and personally participating 
in, among others, the following illegal activities: 


‘ There is some evidence that the plea agreement, in part, was induced by reason 
of fear that Mr. Koppel's son would be indicated. 
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(a) Butchering of carcasses from cattle and cattle which 
had died otherwise than by slaughter; 

(b) Slaughter of disabled, dying or diseased cattle without 
the required ante-mortem inspection; 

(c) Concealment from Federal inspectors of possibly dis- 
eased heads, and viscera from cattle slaughtered at 
Fort Plain Packing Co., Inc.; 

(d) Removal and concealment from the Federal inspectors 
of growths, lesions, tumors, abscesses, cysts, bruises 
and other abnormalities from cattle carcasses prior to 
the completion of the required post-mortem inspection; 

(e) Removal of growths, lesions, tumors, abscesses, cysts, 
bruises and other abnormalities from the carcasses re- 
tained by a Federal inspector for further examination 
by an official veterinarian in order to deceive the re- 
viewing veterinarian; and 

if) Fostering at Fort Plain Packing Company, Inc., an at- 
mosphere of conflict and confusion through verbal 
abuse, harassment and intimidation of Federal em- 
ployees assigned to that establishment. 

8. Except for the transitional period set forth in the Order 
herein, as long as Mr. Leopold Koppel is associated with Respond- 
ent corporation, and possesses stock ownership therein, the Re- 
spondent corporation is unfit, as that term is used in the Act, to 
receive inspection services. 

9. The evidence shows that if Mr. Leopold Koppel, after the tran- 
sitional period provided herein, disassociates himself from the cor- 
poration, and disposes of his stock ownership, and particularly if 
such stock ownership is acquired by the employees pursuant to a 
plan set forth at the hearing, then, in such event, the Respondent 
corporation is fit to receive inspection services under Title I of the 
Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. section 601 et seq.). 

CONCLUSIONS 

This was a rigorously contested proceeding and centered primari- 
ly upon the sanction, if any, and the extent thereof. It is not con- 
tested by either party that both the corporate Respondent and its 
President Mr, Koppel each pled guilty to a felony conviction. 

In addition to the appropriateness of sanction, the Respondent 
has put in vissue .jthe: correctness of Complainant's refusal to 
produce certain dpcumehts. . 
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The RGHpoiidont liua made n clear demand for production ol two 
documenta: (1) an intonBiHed I’egulatory onforconiont plan; and (2) 
the intonaified regulatory log for the Hubjoct coinpatiy. The Heore- 
tttry of Agriculture declined to produce thcHO docunuuitH. 

With respect to my Decision and Order herein, although I liave 
not had such documentH, iuw(3rtholc8H, I have tnlc(ui iido consider- 
ation the stipulation of the Complainant's attorney that Iht? cor[)(i- 
rate Ileapondont is in full compliance with the applical)Io I’egula- 
tioiiB and that wore such documents to have been produced, they 
would have roflectod thiB full compliance. AsHUining that this Ih ho, 
then the Socrotury, Hhould hnso his review of tins protiiM-ding on 
tho flame OBaumptlon. However, in the ovont that th(3 S(!cr(!lury 1 »uh 
information or documents within his poBscHHion which would indi- 
cate othorwiflo or upon which reliance may he made in detonnining 
tho annction heroin, then, tlio UoHpondent has proHerviid itH due 
procQHS argument in tliis regard. Also, entering into Muj duo prf>c* 
OBfl argument, and tho mitigating circumstancoH liondn, m llio con- 
tention of tho Hoflpondenl that tho many lettcrH uddrcHBod to the 
flentencing United SlatoB District Court Judge wore not considered 
by tho Secretary in formulating tho Complaint herein wherein the 
ReapondGnt ia alleged to bo unfit to rocoivo Koderal Meat InHpoc- 
tion Sorvicofl. Tho composito summarization of these letters ri'llects 
tho high regard in which Mr. Koppel was hold belli pei'HoruiIly and 
in a bueinoflfl rolatlonolup, with tho communilyuit-large. The t'om- 
plaiiumt maintnina that llumo lelters should not ho conHidt’retl liy 
tho Socrotory in his cloturmination of filnoHs and they wen* nrlinil' 
ted for the limlUid purpoHc of nhowing that tliero was wido spreacl 
community aupport for Mr. Koppel. Two of the authors of the let- 
tera tostifiod at the hearing and were available for croMS t'xnmina- 
tion by tho Complainant. 

One of such individuals who both ICHUfiud and wrote u hd.ter in 
support of Mr. Koppel to the Hentendng United SttitcH Dislrict 
Court Judge wos John M. King, D.V.M., u Veterinary I’nthologiMi 
and a Professor leaching Vetorinary Pathology at tJormjll Univei-si 
ty. Dr. King had the opportunity to oxomine and in fnct did exam- 
ine tho Affidavit signed by Mr. Koppel (Exhibit 5). Mr, King'H ex- 
cellent qualiflcationH and extensive exporiencu lend great crtHlcnct! 
to hia testimony which was rolovunl to the "fitness" of the IW- 
apondent corporation, Hia toalimony related to the degree* of Hori- 
ouaness of tho activities described by Mr. Kop|H?l in Win Afndnvit. 
Exhibit 6, as well as the extent to which such uctivitit*« did or did 
not present a danger to the public or involve mutters dclrinirntal 
to human consumption and human health. His lestirnony rogurfb 
ing these matters Is regarded as credible and moat iK^rsuimive, 
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An evidentiary document of significance is an eight page letter 
which was written by the said John M. King, D.V.M., dated August 
24, 1983, in which he addressed the Honorable Howard Munson, 
United States District Judge, for the Northern District of New 
York. At that time and in that letter, Dr. King addressed the court 
with respect to the significance of the terminology and the possible 
consequences of the acts described in both the Information and in 
Mr. Koppel’s Affidavit submitted to his Honor in that matter. It 
was Dr. King's desire to share certain information which he be- 
lieved the court would find useful in evaluating the degree of seri- 
ousness of Mr. Koppel’s offense. Inasmuch as Dr. King testified at 
the oral hearing, the Complainant had the opportunity to examine 
him as to his testimony and his expert views. 

A brief summary of the views of Dr. King indicate that it was his 
opinion as an expert in the field of Veterinary Pathology that 
there was only a remote possibility that conditions which might 
successfully be concealed by the acts outlined in Mr. Koppel’s Affi- 
davit and in the Information in this case would have presented any 
danger to the public, or otherwise render the meat inedible. He fur- 
ther indicated that conditions which would render meat unwhole- 
some for human consumption are not confined to a discrete part of 
the carcass, and cannot successfully be concealed by hiding or dis- 
carding part of the carcass. It was said that the conditions and 
growths which can successfully be concealed by such activity do not 
present any danger to the public and, in his opinion once removed, 
should not cause the remainder of the carcass to be condemned for 
health reasons, except in extremely rare cases. Dr. King could not 
remember the last time he had ever seen such a case in his 25 
years of experience. 

It was not Dr. King’s intention to criticize the P’ederal meat in- 
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The letters to which the Complainant strenuously objected were 
written on behalf of the Respondeat. Incident to the plea agree- 
ment, Mrs. Koppel, wife of Leopold Koppel, sought and obtained ex- 
pressions of the high regard in which Mr. Koppel is held, and of 
leniency, from various parties such as charities, friends, relatives, 
children, business associates and others. These letters directed to 
Judge Munson, United States District Court, were from outstand- 
ing persons and institutions in the community. Complainant's ob- 
jection went to the fact that the authors of such letters, except in 
two instances as noted above, were not available for cross-examina- 
tion. 

The history of the Respondent’s discontent with the inspecting 
personnel provided to his plant pursuant to the Federal Meat In- 
spection Act is one of longstanding controversy, although neither 
the Respondent corporation nor Mr. Koppel had ever been convict- 
ed of any crime prior to the ones which are involved in this pro- 
ceeding. For instance, the Respondent Mr. Koppel addressed a 
letter to his Congressman seeking assistance in a situation which 
he described as being that of an inspector assigned to the Respond- 
ent corporation who had acted improperly in the discharge of his 
duties in carrying out meat inspection requirements. 

Perhaps the plight of Respondent is best described by the Re- 
spondent on Brief. It is the Respondent’s position that the Secre- 
tary must evaluate whether or not the sanction which he seeks is 
unduly harsh and unwarranted under the circumstances. In sup- 
port thereof it is the position of the Respondent, as set forth by its 
counsel at the oral hearing: 

"• * * the evidence will show that the USDA has an 
enormous hostility towards Fort Plain Packing Company 
over many years, primarily because of its president, Mr. 

Leo Koppel. Mr. Koppel has been a thorn in the side of the 
USDA since the early 1970’s, continuously complaining 
about harassment and constantly pushing both his compa- 
ny and the inspectors to increase the productivity of his 
plant. This often resulted in forcing USDA employees to 
work harder and more days than any comparable plants. 

“Beginning in 1982 with the placement of a new inspec- 
tor who had previously left the service and in spite of a 
hiring freeze was rehired by the service particularly to 
work at Fort Plain Packing, the Department finally had 
an individual who was able to collect evidence on Leo 
l.f^Kojppel * • * Indeed, he had a private vendetta because 
of a romantic liaison with one of Mr. Koppel’s employees. 
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who left the company in January of 1983 and was, subse- 
quently, denied unemployment compensation in March of 
1983. 

"As will be testified to by various witnesses, there was a 
marked change in the attitude of this inspector toward 
Fort Plain Packing coincident with the departure of his 
girl friend from the operation.^ 

"As a result of unreasonable inspections and demands 
placed on the company, the very economic existence of the 
company was threatened. The conflict between this inspec- 
tor and Fort Plain management contributed to the climate 
of hostility and mistrust that may have led to the specific 
acta alleged in the information. 

*•*■♦*’* * 

"• • * There is no allegation or admission in the plea 
documents that any meat shipped by Fort Plain was con- 
taminated, unwholesome or otherwise unfit to eat. 

"The fact remains, however, that the Department of Ag- 
riculture was out to convict Leo Koppel. They did. He has 
suffered enormous personal anguish and through the 
public and trade crafts, has been subject to notoriety and 
public humiliation. 

"The present action is designed to put the employees of 
Fort Plain Packing out of business. 

♦ • ♦ » * • ♦ 

* * two public industrial development authorities 
will participate in the employee buy-out of Mr. Koppel and 
in a plan to effect employee management of the operation. 

This is not a pie-in-the-sky operation. Specific steps have 
been taken * * (Tr. 10-13). 

Both the Respondent and the Complainant recognize that the 
issue for determination in this proceeding is the extent and nature 
of the sanction. The Respondent is seeking to rely upon mitigating 
circumstances to achieve a sanction less than that of indefinite 
withdrawal of inspection services under the Act. 


® In addition, some employees, such as the boner, believed the Respondent was 
treated dlfTerently from other plants by the inspector commencing in 1988, (Tr. 240- 
242). This view was concurred in by the union representative. 
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The Complainant lyiaintained continuing objections to the receipt 
of certain evidence in this proceeding. However, Complainant’s 
counsel did acknowledge in objecting to a question posed to Dr. 
Prucha that the Secretary has broad powers of judicial review as 
well as with respect to the circumstance which he may consider. 
In entering an objection, Complainant’s counsel stated: 

"This witness [Dr. Prucha] is not competent to answer 
that question. He is an official of an agency under the di- 
rection of the Secretary. He holds no judicial authority for 
judicial review. He is totally incompetent to answer with 
respect to what the Secretary will or will not consider or 
how it will [be] consider[ed] in a judicial proceeding." (Tr. 

610). 

Complainant’s counsel acknowledged that what the Secretary will 
consider in mitigation and how the Secretary will consider it is a 
judicial function. (Tr. 611). 

Pursuant to arrangements at the oral hearing, counsel for both 
parties made a joint search for final orders of litigated and decided 
cases under the Federal Meat Inspection Act. According to this 
joint search, the Department has issued final orders in the follow- 
ing cases which are briefly summarized herein. For a more com- 
plete understanding of them, the entire order in each case should 
be read. 

Indiana Slaughtering Co., Inc. FMIA No. 8 (November 
30, 1976) wherein an indefinite withdrawal of inspection 
services was sanctioned and imposed but suspended for so 
long as the individual named had "no contact or dealings 
with Federal meat inspection or grading service personnel, 
and" complied with other conditions. 

Stever^ Food Inc., et al FMIA No. 10 (June 10, 1981) in- 
spection services under Title I were indefinitely withdrawn 
from the respondent and meat grading and inspecting 
services were indefinitely withdrawn from the respondent 
and any establishment operated by the respondent therein 
or from any establishment in which said respondent was 
an officer, director, partner or substantial investor or had 
any authority with respect to the establishment. 

Norwich Beef Company, Inc. FMIA No. 29 (March 7, 
1979) wherein the indefinite withdrawal of inspection serv- 
ice under Title I was suspended under certain conditions. 

The reasons for these conditions were said to be: 
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"In the present case, however, since * * * is the princi- 
pal stockholder and key figure in the respondent's busi- 
ness, and the Department's loose procedure contributed to 
inspection being provided to Respondent's plant for several 
years, respondent should have some time in which to at- 
tempt to find someone else to lead the firm. Also, [Re- 
spondent] should have time within which to sell his stock 
in an orderly manner. It would seem appropriate, there- 
fore, to permit [Respondent] to be associated with the firm 
for an additional 90 days and to have one year within 
which to sell his stock.*' (Emphasis added). 

Utka Packing Company, Inc. FMIA No. 36 (March 20, 
1984) wherein the indefinite withdrawal of inspection serv- 
ices was suspended provided certain conditions were com- 
plied with, and there was the further proviso that the re- 
spondent therein would be permitted to be associated with 
the respondent firm for one year subsequent to the date 
the order became final and would have one year subse- 
quent to the date the order became final to dispose of his 
stock. 

Toscony Provision Company, Inc. FMIA No. 40 (May 18, 
1984) wherein the indefinite withdrawal of inspection serv- 
ices was suspended on the condition that a certain individ- 
ual not be associated with the Respondent, etc. but with 
the proviso that the named individual would be permitted 
to be associated with the Respondent's firm for one year 
subsequent to the date the order became final and would 
have one year subsequent to the date the order became 
final to dispose of his stock. 

Wysznski Provision Company FMIA No. 41 (February 13, 
1981) wherein the indefinite withdrawal of inspection serv- 
ices was suspended for so long as certain conditions were 
met, with the further proviso that the named individual 
should be permitted to be associated with the Respondent’s 
firm for 90 days subsequent to the date the order became 
effective and that such individual would have one year 
subsequent to the date the order became effective to dis- 
pose of his stock. . 

S-D Meat No.: 66 (July 6, . 1982) inspection 

service was withd^^ for a period of two years subse- 
quent to the date-the order became final. . 
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Bristol Meat Company PMIA No. 66 (February 9, 1982) 
the order therein provided for the resumption of inspec- 
tion of Respondent’s establishment on the conditions enu- 
merated therein which included the exclusion from the 
kill floor of a certain individual during certain hours for 
90 days; the regulation of communication between the 
named individual and assigned food inspectors for a period 
of 90 days; and further restriction upon such individual 
with respect to his relationship to assigned inspectors. 
(The Agency had requested 6 months to a year). 

Omega Packing Limited FMIA No. 66 (August 13, 1984) 
inspection services were withdrawn for a period of four 
years and "The facts and circumstances as set forth [there- 
in] shall be published.” 

Golden West Meat Company, Inc, FMIA No. 70, and 
PPIA No. 10 (January 11, 1984) Federal inspection services 
pursuant to the Federal Meat Inspection Act and the Poul- 
try Product Inspection Act were withdrawn for a period of 
three years from the effective date of the order. 

As the Respondent has noted, and from the above referenced 
cases, there has been a variance in the cases before the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture as to the sanctions to be applied in cases of 
this nature. Although the Respondent refers to this as being a 
matter within the purview of the Administrative Law Judge to for- 
mulate, and although such formulation has been done by this Ad- 
ministrative Law Judge, nevertheless, I am sure that both the Re- 
spondent and the Complainant recognize that this is a matter 
within the discretionary authority of the Secretary who exercises 
his authority in these cases through the Judicial Officer. The 
courts recognize and respect the authority of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture and "The Secretary’s choice of sanction is not to be over- 
turned unless the reviewing court determines it is unwarranted in 
law or without justification in fact * * ♦ The Secretary may 
make an allowable judgment in his choice of remedy and the fash- 
ioning of an appropriate remedy is for the Secretary of Agriculture. 
Magic Valley Potato Shippers, Inc. v. Secretary of Agriculture (C.A. 
9th, No. 81-7863, April 1, 1983). 

In support of its requested sanction that Federal Meat Inspection 
Services should be indefinitely withdrawn from the Respondent, 
the Complainant adduced at the oral hearing a number of substan- 
tial witnesses who testified to the seriousness of the actions result- 
ing in : the felpny . convictions of both Mr. Koppel and the Respond- 
ent corporation, included among such witnesses was Doctor Jack 
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Leighty a Veterinarian of many years experience with the Depart- 
ment; Doctor Ronald J. Prucha, Deputy Administrator with the De- 
partment’s Meat and Poultry Inspection Operations; and Mr. 
Gonter, Compliance Official with the Department. The testimony of 
these witnesses indicated that they regarded the actions resulting 
in the felony convictions to be those of a most serious and far- 
reaching nature. Mr. Gonter indicated that in his consideration of 
a sanction, he took into consideration facts which led him to be- 
lieve that there had been a course of conduct extending over a 
three and a half year period from 1979 which represented a con- 
tinuing pattern of conduct which showed a, “* * * complete, in my 
judgment, total disdain for the spirit, intent and purposes of the 
Federal Meat Inspection Act.” (Tr. 26). 

The principal piece of evidence upon which the Complainant 
relies consists of a ten page Affidavit (Complainant’s Exhibit 6) 
signed by Mr. Koppel with respect to the felony conviction. With 
respect to other matters relating to the three and a half year 
period, the evidence does not show that any violations of the Feder- 
al Meat Inspection Act occurred prior to the year 1983. The evi- 
dence in the record of this case does show that Mr. Koppel made 
frequent complaints about the inspectors to various people and in 
attempting to rectify the situation as he saw it, engaged in corre- 
spondence as well. It was noted by counsel for the Complainant (Tr. 
876) that: "Mr. Koppel is not here, although everybody is testifying 
as to what Mr. Koppel meant in his sworn Affidavit.” 

The Complainant admits and the case law ® of the Department 
reflects that mit^ating circumstances may and should be taken 
into consideration in a proceeding of this nature. (Tr. 91-113). Ac- 
cordingly, evidence relating to mitigating circumstances was re- 
ceived and has been evaluated herein': The penalties for the crimi- 
nal violations of the Federal Meat Inspection Act have already 
been determined and paid. The purpose of this proceeding is not to 
reexamine those results or to impose penalties in excess of those 
imposed by the United States District Court Judge. The Complain- 
ant's interest in this proceeding is to assure the wholesomeness of 


^ See In re: Apex Meat Company, FMIA Docket No. 78 (September 6, 1986) and 
the rationale and cases cited therein. As noted in that case, the statutory grant of 
authority to the Secretary to withdraw meat inspection for a felony conviction Is 
expressly limited to a withdrawal for "such period, or indefinitely, as he deems nee- 
essary to effectuate the purposes of this Act [i.e,, Federal Meat Inspection Act, as 
amended]’’ (Emphasis add^; 81 Stat, 684, 597 (1967), codlfled in 21 U.S.C. section 
671), And the statutoiy ^ahi of authority is limited to cases Where the felony is of 
such nature as to sup^rt' a findii^ that the recipient of inspection services is unfit 
to engage in any bu^i^ requirii^ inspection as a result of the felony: conviction. 
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the meat which reaches the consuming public and to assure that 
this particular meat facility abides by the law. 

As has been noted previously, the determination of a remedy is 
clearly within the administrative discretion of the agency. The 
matter for determination in this proceeding relates to the nature of 
the sanction. 

One way to achieve the purposes of the Complainant is to with- 
draw Federal Meat Inspection Services which would result in the 
closing of the plant facilities of the Respondent. Another remedy 
would be to achieve a sale of the plant facilities to a third party 
having no prior association with the Respondent. If the plant and 
facilities were sold outright to a third party with no prior associa- 
tion with the Respondent there would be no apparent basis for de- 
nying inspection services. 

However, the Secretary has indicated in previously decided cases 
that there are other alternatives available to him and which he 
may exercise in his discretion. Some examples of these alternative 
procedures are illustrated more fully in the cases set forth herein- 
above. 

In formulating a workable sanction and solution to this proceed- 
ing, evidence of the mitigating circumstances has been considered 
carefully together with the sanctions approved by the Secretary in 
other proceedings. 

Among the mitigating circumstances which are clearly shown by 
the persuasive evidence of record are those of: (1) the plant at the 
time of the oral hearing was operating in full compliance with the 
requirements of the Agriculture inspectors; ^ (2) Mr. Koppel has re- 
moved himself from the kill floor and from any association with 
the inspectors at the plant; and, (3) considerable effort has been de- 
voted to finding a means to keep the plant in operation, which 
would be of benefit to the community and to the employees. 


■* However, cf. Apex Meat Company, FMIA Docket No. 78 (September 6, 1986). In 
this most recent case, the Respondent therein sought to show that it was currently 
putting out a product in compliance with Department regulations. The decision 
therein stated: 

"However, such evidence would not be sufficient to change the result in 
this case. 

"The argument that a respondent is presently complying with the relevant 
regulatory program is made In almost every duiciplinary case that comes before 
the Judicial Officer, and is almost always true. Only a foolhardy respondent 
would continue to violate a regulatory statute, after a complaint is filed, pend- 
ing the outcome of the litigation. Exemplary conduct during the course of litiga- 
tion is never considered as a weighty, mitigating circumstance. 
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Whether they be called mitigating circumstances, or, circum- 
stances under which the Respondent corporation seeks to retain 
the inspection services, the evidence herein suggests a program 
whereby the employees would obtain ownership of the corporation. 
This would not appear to be objectionable to the Complainant. 
However, such new ownership would have to make a showing that 
it could operate on a business like and profitable basis in order to 
obtain the services and funding which would be forthcoming from 
the Montgomery County Industrial Development Agency and the 
Mohawk Valley Economic Development Corporation, as well as sat- 
isfying the requirements of the bank and/or lending institutions. 

The evidence further indicates that such funding and services 
would not be forthcoming unless the Respondent were allowed a 
transitional period wherein the services of Mr. Koppel could bo 
continued in the buying and selling area. The evidence clearly 
shows that Mr. Koppel is regarded as a very capable cattle buyer 
and seller and that these are attributes not easily attainable. It is 
this latter point that basically is the stumbling block for the Com- 
plainant.® The Complainant’s objective is to remove Mr. Koppel en- 
tirely from the business. This obviously would be achieved by his 
relinquishing ownership in the corporation and divesting himself of 
his stock ownership. However, in order to provide a basis for the 
profitable operation of the business entity under new ownership, it 
is clear from the evidence that a transition period would be re- 
quired under conditions whereby Mr. Koppel would not be permit- 
ted a presence or association with the slaughtering of the animals 
and he would not be permitted to have contact with the inspectors. 
However, for a period of time, until new personnel, or his son could 
be trained, he would be permitted to buy and sell the cattle. Vari- 
ous times of duration have been suggested by the evidence and the 
duration periods have been stated to be from one and half to two 
years. 

If the Complainant wishes the plant to be closed and the physical 
facilities sold for substantially less then they could be sold for as a 
going concern, then, of course, that is within the Secretary’s discre- 
tion. However, if the Secretary, in keeping with other previously 


® As previously noted, the crucial determining factor, with respect to sanction re- 
lates to the presence or nonpresence of Mr. Koppel. For instance Mr. Prucha, the 
Deputy Administrator, representing Mr. Houston, testified, among other things: 

"Q— Were Mr. Koppel to divest himself of ownership in that plant and, in 
addition, not have any activities in the plant whatsoever, would that modify 
your position? 

"A— I would consider iti.yes,” (Tr. 699). 
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decided cases, and in considering the voluminous evidence of record 
with respect to the mitigating circumstances of this case, decides 
that the Respondent corporation as restructured and without the 
presence of Mr. Koppel, is fit to continue in business, then it is a 
reasonable condition that a transition period should be allowed. 
There is little to be achieved by letting a potentially unprofitable 
entity continue in business, and, in view of the astuteness, experi- 
ence, and knowledge of the witnesses who represented various enti- 
ties or were knowledgeable of various entities which would provide 
the funding, it is doubtful that the financing would be forthcoming 
unless there is a transitional period, within which Mr. Koppel 
would be allowed to buy and sell cattle. 

In view of the considerable lapse of time which has transpired 
since the oral hearing and this Decision, it is believed that a transi- 
tional period of one year beyond the effective date of this Decision 
is both needed and appropriate, if the employee buy-out plan is to 
go into effect, although this is far less than the testimony indicates 
was needed at the time of the oral hearing. By transitional period 
is meant that period of time during which Mr. Leopold Koppel 
would be allowed to buy and sell cattle for the corporation and to 
train others in the necessary abilities and techniques required. In- 
herent in this formulation of a sanction in this proceeding is the 
premise that the employees of the Respondent corporation can take 
over the ownership of Respondent corporation and can obtain the 
funding which they believed was available and which the evidence 
so indicates was available, at the time of the oral hearing. In the 
event change in corporate ownership and the funding as contem- 
plated and as set forth at the oral hearing are not available or ca- 
pable of being put into effect, or some other similar arrangement is 
not available, on the effective date of this Decision and Order, 
then, in such event, it is inherent in this Decision and Order that 
Mr. Leopold Koppel will be permitted one year from the effective 
date of this Decision and Order to divest himself of all stock owner- 
ship and must disassociate himself, within six months, completely 
from the operations of the corporate Respondent, including the 
buying and selling of cattle, and all other activities relating to the 
corporation, except those pertaining to stock ownership. During 
such six month period his activities shall be confined to buying and 
selling cattle and the training of others. The Brief submitted on 
behalf of the Respondent indicates that as of that time [October 2fi, 
1984] funding was available and accordingly the following Order is 
being issued with the understanding that if funding is not available 
as set forth above, then the conditions so mentioned above and in 
the Order shall prevail. 
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Inasmuch as the facts set forth in the record, as a whole in this 
case, have considerable similarity to those of the Utica Packing Co. 
c^e supra, I believe that, after considering all the circumstancoa, 
the following Order will serve to protect the public interest, to pro- 
mote the ends to be achieved by the Federal Meat Inspection Act 
and that such Order will be in accord with the alternative sanc- 
tions set forth in the above cases. 

ORDER 
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Leopold Koppel shall* have a period of one year from the effective 
date of this Decision and Order within which to divest himself of 
ownership in the Respondent corporation, and inasmuch as the evi- 
dence indicates that some of the stock is owned by Laurie Koppel 
(wife of Leopold Koppel), then, to the extent applicable, this Deci- 
sion and Order with respect to the divesiture of stock ownership 
shall be applicable to the stock of Mrs. Laurie Koppel (Tr. 371); 

And p^vided further^ that if it is determined, after opportunity 
for a hearing under the Federal Meat Inspection Act, that any 
term of the above provisions has not been or is not being complied 
with, the suspension will be terminated and the withdrawal and 
denial provisions of this Order shall become effective immediately. 

The many requests, motions, and contentions of the parties have 
been considered carefully, and, to the extent not ruled upon and 
which are inconsistent with this Decision and Order, they are 
hereby denied. 

This Decision and Order will become final 36 days after service 
thereof unless appealed to the Secretary's Judicial Officer within 
30 days as provided for in the Rules of Practice and Procedure, 7 
CFR section 1.131 et seq. 

Copies hereof shall be served upon the parties. 

[This decision and order became final November 22, 1986. — Ed.] 


In re: James Austin Fraley, Jr. t/a Rocko Meats. FMIA Docket 
No. 91, PPIA Docket No. 13. Decided December 18, 1986. 

Withdrawal and denial of Inspection services, suspended with conditions. 

Kria Ikejiri, for complainant. 

Marvin B. Segal, New York, New York, for resiwndent. 

Decision by John A, Campbell, Administrative Law Judge. 

STIPULATION AND CONSENT DECISION 

These are proceedings under Title I of the Federal Meat Inspec- 
tion Act (FMIA) as amended (21 U.S.C. §§ 601 et seq.) and the Poul- 
try Products Inspection Act (PPIA) (21 U.S,C. §§ 461 et seq^ to with- 
hold and deny inspection services under the above acts J;o respond- 
ent. These proceedings were initiated by a complaint filed on June 
12, 1986, by the Administrator of the United States Department of 
Agriculture’s Pood Safety and Inspection Service. Respondent filed 
Its answer to the complaint on August 2, 1986. 
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The parties have agreed that these proceedings should be termi- 
nated by the entry of the Consent Decision set forth below and 
have agreed to the following stipulation: 

1. For purposes of this stipulation and the provisions of the 
Consent Decision only, respondent admits all of the jurisdictional 
allegations set forth herein, and waives; 

(a) Any further procedural steps; 

Cb) any requirement that the final decision in this proceeding 
contain findings and conclusions with respect to all material issues 
of fact, law or discretion, as well as the reasons or bases thereof; 
and ’ 

(c) All rights to seek judicial review or otherwise to chal- 
lenge or contest the validity of this decision. 

2. Respondent waives any action against the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture, under the Equal Access to Justice Act of 
1980, Pub. L. 96-481, which went into effect October 1, 1981, for 
fees and other expenses incurred by Respondent in connection with 
this proceeding. 

3. This Stipulation and Consent Decision are for settlement 
purpose in this proceeding only and do not otherwise constitute an 
admission or denial by respondent, that it has violated the regula- 
tions or statutes involved. 

FINDINGS OP FACT 
/ 

(a) James Austin Fraley, Jr., T/A Rocko Meats, is an applicant 
seeking to operate a meat processing establishment located at 
12623 Catoctin Furnace Road, Thurmont, Maryland 21788. 

(b) James Austin Fraley, Jr., T/A Rocko Meats, is an applicant 
^r Federal meat and poultry products inspection services under 
Title I of the FMIA and under the PPIA, at the above-named estab- 
lishment. 

(c) ^ James Austin Fraley, Jr., is now, and at all times material 
herein was, listed as the only individual responsibly connected with 
the respondent’s proposed operation. 

II 

On three occasions between September 1966 and January 1976, 
James Austin Fraley, Jr., was convicted in the United States Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Maryland and the United States Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Columbia, of 47 felony and misde- 
meanor violations of the Federal Meat Inspection Act. At least 44 
ol these aforementioned convictions were felony violations involv- 
ing the illegal transportation, sale, and offer for sale of non-federal- 
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ly inspected meat products with intent to defraud, in violation of 
21 U.S.C. 610Cb) and 676. 


CONCLUSION 

Inasmuch as the parties have agreed to the provisions set forth 
in the following Consent Decision in disposition of this proceedings, 
such Decision will be issued. 


ORDER 

Inspection services under Title I of the FMIA and the PPIA are, 
withheld from and denied to respondent, its successors, affiliates 
and assignees for a period of five years. However, said withholding 
and denial shall be suspended and held in abeyance and inspection 
services shall be provided to respondent so long as, in addition to 
all other requirements of inspection: 

1. James Austin Fraley, Sr., not participate in the conduct of 
the respondent’s regulated business in any way or physically be in 
the facility at any time. 

2. James Austin Fraley, Jr., surrender a Maryland state li- 
cense, authorizing the hauling of dead animals and that he will not 
participate in any business involving the handling of dead or dying 
livestock or any meat products from such livestock. 

3. Respondent does not accept or receive returned product due 
to its condition or the condition of the box or container without 
prior notice to and supervision by the on-site U.S.D.A. Inspector. 

4. Respondent does not process, handle, or store custom exempt 
products or game, whether for customers, employees, the owner, 
friends or relatives. 

6. Respondent does not process, handle or store any non-feder- 
ally inspected product. This special condition precludes the process- 
ing, handling or storage of state-inspected product. 

6. Respondent maintains full, complete, accurate and appropri- 
ate written records of its business activities. 

7. Respondent does not knowingly hire or permit the employ- 
ment of any person who has been convicted of any violations of the 
FMIA, the PPIA, similai' State and local food safety laws or of any 
crime of moral turpitude. 

The special conditions set forth in paragraphs 1 through 7 shall 
be applicable for a period of five years. During the five-year period, 
the Secretary shall have the right to summarily withdraw inspec- 
tion service upon a finding by appropriate national headquarters 
staff of a violation of any special condition set forth in paragraphs 
1 through 7. Any summary withdrawal of inspection service shall 
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be subject to respondent’s right to request an expedited hearing on 
the violations alleged. 

After thirty months from the initial grant of inspection service, 
the Pood Safety Inspection Service may consider any petition for 
good cause to modify the special conditions set forth in paragraphs 
3 through 7 with a view to terminate or amend some or all of the 
special conditions. After five years from the initial grant of inspec- 
tion, provided all of the above conditions have been followed, re- 
spondent shall be issued, upon request, an unconditional grant of 
inspection. 
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DISCIPLINARY DECISIONS 

In re: R. D. Plunkett. P&S Docket No. 6471. Decided November 8, 
1985. 

Dealer— Insufficient funds cheeks— Failure to pay when due— Bonding require- 
ments— Suspension— Consent. 

Ben Bruner, for complainant. 

Jack Jones, Templer, Texas, for respondent 

Decision by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Packers and Stockyards 
Act (7 U.S.C. § 181 et seq.) by a complaint filed by the Administra- 
tor, Packers and Stockyards Administration, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, alleging that the respondent wilfully violated 
the Act and the regulations issued thereunder (9 CFR § 201.1 et 
seq.). This decision is entered pursuant to the consent decision pro- 
visions of the Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 CFR 
§ 1.138). 

The respondent admits the jurisdictional allegations in para- 
graph I of the complaint and specifically admits that the Secretary 
has jurisdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the re- 
maining allegations, waives oral hearing and further procedure, 
and consents and agrees, for the purpose of settling this proceeding 
and for such purpose only, to the entry of this decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. R. D. Plunkett, hereinafter referred to as the respondent, is an 
individual whose mailing address is 1417 McClanhan Road, Apt. 
216, Marlin, Texas 76661. 

2. The respondent is, and at all times material herein was: 

(a) Engaged in the business of buying and selling livestock in 
commerce for his own account; 

(b) Engaged in the business of selling livestock in commerce on 
a commission basis; and 

(c) Registered with the Secretary as a dealer to buy and sell 
livestock in commerce for his own account and as a market agency 
to sell livestock in commerce on a commission basis. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and the 
parties having agreed to the entry of this decision, such decision 
wilfbe entered. 
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ment of Agriculture, alleging that the respondents wilfully violated 
the Act and the regulations issued thereunder (9 CFR § 201.1 et 
seq). This decision is entered pursuant to the consent decision pro- 
visions of the Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 CFR 
§ 1.138). 

The respondents admit the jurisdictional allegations in para- 
graph I of the complaint and specifically admit that the Secretary 
has jurisdiction in this matter, neither admit nor deny the remain- 
ing allegations, waive oral hearing and further procedure, and con- 
sent and agree, for the purpose of settling this proceeding and for 
such purpose only, to the entry of this decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OF PACT 

1. Randy Crook, hereinafter referred to as respondent Crook, is 
an individual whose business mailing address is Box 410, Ringling, 
Oklahoma 78456. 

2. Roy Wayne Harris, hereinafter referred to as respondent 
Harris, is an individual whose business mailing address is Box 410, 
Ringling, Oklahoma 78466. 

8. Respondents Crook and Harris are partners doing business as 
Ringling Livestock Auction, and are, and at all times material 
herein were: 

(a) Engaged in the business of conducting and operating the 
Ringling Livestock Auction stockyard, a posted stockyard under the 
Act, hereinafter referred to as the stockyard; 

(b) Engaged in the business of selling livestock on a commis- 
sion basis at the stockyard; and 

(c) Registered with the Secretary of Agriculture as a market 
agency to sell livestock in commerce on a commission basis. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondents having admitted the jurisdictional facts and the 
parties having agreed to the entry of this decision, such decision 
will be entered. 

ORDER 

"^• Respondents Crook and Harris, their agents and employees, di- 
rectly or through any corporate or other device, shall cease and 
desist from: 

' 1. Failing to maintain their Custodial Account for Shippers’ 
Proceeds in strict conformity with the provisions of section 201.42 
of the regulations (9 CFR § 201.42); 
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2. Failing to deposit in their Custodial Account for Shippei'a' 
Proceeds, within the times prescribed by section 201.42(c) of the 
regulations (9 CFR § 201.42(c)), amounts due from the sale of con- 
signed livestock; and 

3. Using funds received as proceeds from the sale of livestock 
sold on a commission basis for purposes of their own or for any 
purpose other than the payment of net proceeds to the owners, con- 
signors or shippers of such livestock, or for the payment of 
amounts due the respondents for lawful marketing charges. 

The respondents are suspended as a registrant under the Act foi‘ 
21 days and thereafter until such time as they demonstrate that 
the deficit m their custodial account has been eliminated. When re- 
spondents demonstrate that the deficit in their custodial account 
has been eliminated, a supplemental order will be issued in tliia 
proceeding terminating the suspension after the expiration of the 
«i-day period. 


become effective on the sixth 
day after service of this decision on the respondent. 

Copies of this decision shall be served upon the parties. 
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decision concerning state wide marketing, INC. AND LARRY ROSM 

Ac™'uTc 1 mT Stockyards 

tor Packed aL by the Adminitra- 

the Act and the rekula^n! ■ ^“Pondents wilfully violated 

to,.). This decisionTent'd ZTuant rZt' ^ 

~the Rules of Practice app,lcable\o1^^^^^^^^^^^ 

- P-a- 

Kas jurisdiction in thS^inatter, neither to^e Si?: 
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ing allegations, waive oral hearing and further procedure, and con- 
sent and agree, for the purpose of settling this proceeding and for 
such purpose only, to the entry of this decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OP PACT 

1. State Wide Marketing, Inc., hereinafter referred to as respond- 
ent State Wide, is a corporation with its principal place of business 
located at Colfax, Iowa, and whose business mailing address is Box 
92, Colfax, Iowa 60064. 

2. Respondent State Wide is, and at all times material herein 
was: 

(a) Engaged in the business of buying and selling livestock in 
commerce for its own account; and 

(b) Registered with the Secretary of Agriculture as a dealer to 
buy and sell livestock in commerce for its own account. 

8. Rusty Thompson, hereinafter referred to as respondent 
Thompson, is, and at times material herein was, the president and 
60% shareholder of respondent State Wide. His mailing address is 
23 South Lincoln, Colfax, Iowa 60064. 

4. Larry Ross, hereinafter referred to as respondent Ross, is, and 
at all times material herein was, the secretary and treasurer and 
60% shareholder of respondent State Wide. His mailing address is 
R.R. 1, Runnells, Iowa 60237. 

6. Respondents Thompson and Ross direct, manage and control 
all business activities of respondent State Wide. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondents. State Wide Marketing, Inc. and Larry Ross, 
having admitted the jurisdictional facts and the parties having 
agreed to the entry of this decision, such decision will be entered. 

ORDER 

Respondent State Wide, its officers, directors, agents, employees, 
successors and assigns, and respondents Thompson and Ross indi- 
vidually or through any corporate or other device, shall cease and 
desist from: 

1. Engaging in the business as a dealer while current liabilities 
exceed current assets; 

:2. Issuing checks in payment for livestock without having and 
maintaining sufficient funds on deposit in the bank account upon 
which they are drawn to pay such checks; and 

'8. Failing to pay, when due, the full purchase price of live- 
stock, 
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Involved inX if . ““ transaction, 

not limi J to ■•espondent State Wide, including bu, 

PUrc“„d-s'lturnaTs" « ^ ® 

journals; and (d) a check regikL. disbursements 

timi 11 iS S™ IfS rnSTi'" "“ “'‘"“.i» 

i».i.....v:"r.t Js, Srss’K “ ” 

?.?sr;;s.r ■«» «» *-si" 

Copies of this decision shall be served upon the parties. 


'^***"due-ptr“tr^^,'tiS^ checks-Fallare to pay 

Stephen Luparello, for coraploinant. 

Kespondent, pro se 

Decision by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 
decision and order upon^ad«n op pacts by reason op 

yarda"A^K\7endT:n7 “f ^ 

seq.), herein refei^Tas i ®'iPP>?™ePted (7 U.S.C, § 181 et 

PrStte s'l °f 

Act were served on th~?lrr‘"^P™“®^^^ the 

a letter of service that an answer sh^SH^ 

Rules of Practice and that Se r^ “ ^ Pursuant to the 
admission of all tte materia, ““«tute an 

plaint and NotiiS^^^ Allegations contained in the Com- 

Respondents^ have failed ii\ f5iE» TT 

scribed in the p^act^^ «nH time pre- 

■ o* ™ctice, and the material fa of « «n^rps.,i 



I, ANDY I’ACKINtJ CO., JAMMH CANDY & AM, ION HUUiilT 27(i)) 

Volume M Niiiiilmr 7 

the CJonipUiint ami Notice of Ilcarincc wliich are ailmil.liHl hy r<^ 
spoiidonlH’ Iniliire to file an annwer, are iidoptttd and net Ibi-tli 
herein an lindiiiKH of fact. 

TIuh deeiHion aiui orilor, tiu'rofore, ia iaaiuHl purHuant to Hin^tion 

of the Uul«‘H of Practice (7 (,*PU § l.lJiD). 

FINIHNtW OrVAi"!' 

1, (a) I.andy I’aokiiip; tJompany, IvM'eiaaftor rafurrcd to iia tluf cor- 
porate r(!HpotidoMt, ]H a corporation orj|Miu/c<l and exintiiiii iindor 
the lawH of the Hlato of MinnoHotn, with ilw principal i)la(:<i of himi- 
ncHB located in Ht. Cloud, Minnoaota. 'I’ho c()ri)orato reapondinit’B 
buHinoHH inailinit addn;aH m \\ (). Box (>70, Ht. Cloud, MinneHola 

(b) Corptirnlo roHi)oiuktnt, at all timoH maU’rial lieroia, wnw: 

(1) I'iitftaj^ed ill (ho hualaoHH of inaiiulactiirinp’ or pri^parinp 
meatH or nnait food producla for aalo or Hliipnnnil in coiinnorce; and 

(2) A iiacltor within the ineaninK and mihject to tla^ iirovi- 
HiouH oftluj Act. 

(cl JanH'H r,)uuly, horeinaftor roferred (o an reMponderit Iiaiuly, 
i» an individual wIjoho buHlnoHH mailinK nddre.MH ia P. (). Pox 1170, 
St. Cloud, MinnoHO(M OdOHI. 

(d) lUtHpandent I,andy, at all tiiaoH amtorial heroin, wan: 

(1) 'IVoaHuror of coi'ixn'ate r(*Hp<>n(hnU; 

(2) (^wner, in combination with other fjimily nn'inhoi H, of tho 
corporate I'OHpondonl; uikI 

(!b PeHponMibln for tho diroction, manaKoniont and control f>f 
the corporate reapondont. 

(o) Alton UriKht, hereinafter referred to aa rcNpondeut liriKht, 
ia an individual whoH(3 buainesa mailing addroHH ia l\ 0. Box ()70, 
St. Cloud, Minnosota fidOfll, 

(0 Heapondent Bright, at all timea material herein, wan: 

(1) Preslclont of corporate reapondenl; 

(2) Owner, in combination with other family mmnlierH, of tlm 
corporate reeiKindont; and 

{Jb ItediKinHihlo for the diroction, manaKonient and control of 
tho corporate reapondont 

2. (a) Aa of July 7, 11)84, the corporate reeptmdent'H curnml liahib 
itioa exceeded Ita current nsaeta. Ah of Hmt date, tho corporate re- 
apondont had current liabillUes toUiUing $4,808,174.00, mul cunent 
naaeta totalling 14,008.400.00, roBuRing in an oxcchh of current li- 
abilities over current tiaaeUi of $199,708.00, 

(b) Aa of August 29, 1984, tho corporuUj rcHpondeiifH current 
liabilities excoedad ita current tuweta. Ah of that date, the corporaU* 
respondent Imd currant liabilittea totalling $H,42().(>ar).f)0. and cur- 
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iiahiir.f *5859.667.00, resulting in an excess of current 

liabilities over current assets of $570,968 00 

Ac^t ornra^^:;!';,!"a“f op^^ation® object to the 
tanrm om ‘r <*5 ‘n ‘be transactions set forth in para- 
1 ^*”P*®*'i*^ and Notice of Hearing, purchased meat 
bv^thoT'^ f in payment therefor which were returned unpaid 
by the bank on which they were drawn because respondent M 
not have and maintain sufficient funds on deposit and^available in 

chXXrn^S"** “> « 

r2h”f.'Sr,: s “ t“r,Lrj;‘z£; 

S'S'iS;; ““ “ «""k™ !»■» 

CONCLUSIONS 

By reason of the facts found in Finding of Pact 2 herein ^ht> nn^. 

‘be require. 

By reason of the facte found in Findings of Fact 8 and 4 herein 

u.ac w? 


bandy and Allen Bright 

s*^s dteS » thmurt successors and 

tiS^dtrtheir O^T any corporate or other device, in connec- 

1. Purchasing livestock while insolvent- 

withL^TaWng‘'a^!i® “.P™ livestock purchased 

rvailable inTvf aafficient funds on deposit and 

rprsXi!;:rwL“niT 

livestoclTind PU-hase price of meat or 

cu viiicer within ^iO.daya after service (7 CPR §§ ,1,189, 1,146), 
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Copies hereof shall be served on the parties. 

[This decision and order became final November 12, 1986.— Ed.] 


In re: Alvin Bartei£, Allen Bartels and Gailen Gage. P&S 
Docket No. 6601. Decided November 18, 1985. 

Dealer— Miereprescntotion of weighla— Prohibited from inducing or causing fa- 
vored treatment based on offering or giving money, gifts, or services— Suspen- 
sion— Prohibited from business subject to the Act— Consent. 

Stephen Luparello, for complainant. 

y/illiam J. O’Connor, New Ulm, Minnesota, for respondent. 

Decision by Victor W. Palmer, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION WITH RESPECT TO ALVIN BARTELS AND ALLEN BARTELS 

This proceeding was instituted under the Packers and Stockyards 
Act (7 U.S.C. § 181 et seq.) by a complaint filed by the Administra- 
tor, Packers and Stockyards Administration, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, alleging that the respondents wilfully violated 
the Act and the regulations issued thereunder (9 CFR § 201,1 et 
seq.). This decision is entered pursuant to the consent decision pro- 
visions of the Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 CPR 
§1.188). 

Respondents Alvin Bartels and Allen Bartels admit the jurisdic- 
tional allegations in paragraph I of the complaint as they pertain 
to them and specifically admit that the Secretary has jurisdiction 
in this matter, neither admit nor deny the remaining allegations, 
waive oral hearing and further procedure, and consent and agree, 
for the purpose of settling this proceeding and for such purpose 
only, to the entry of this decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. Alvin Bartels, doing business as Bartels Livestock, hereinafter 
referred to as respondent Alvin Bartels, is an individual whose 
business mailing address is Winthrop, Minnesota 65396. 

2. Respondent Alvin Bartels is, and at all times material herein 
was: 

(a) Engaged in the business of buying and selling livestock in 
commerce for his own account and the accounts of others; and 
vpi (b) Registered with the Secretary of Agriculture as a dealer to 
buy and sell livestock in commerce for his own account. 
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3 . Allen Bartels, hereinafter referred to as respondent Allen Bar- 
Min'nesoTa 5539 " address is Winthrop, 

Respondent Allen Bartels is, and at all times material herein 

of the a 1 ’ ‘he provisions 

CONCLUSIONS 

ORDER 

stock frortheTeswl!! ^ P“^'=haeers of live^ 

of livestock; ‘^e original or actual purchase weights 

in connecHon 'with' tSTn'*'’ ^ he prepared and issued, 

purchas MiC r " accounts of 

ing entri;s rs ^hliS: "" 

bask oS‘"® purchasers of livestock on the 

votaorMli;;'::nr^ P-ha^: -n! 

ing t ™eSavt!rH‘'r 7 “uept- 

4 ™rrpSSr44t4“S‘4.r:r 

employees. P*-o«Pective customer, their officers, agents or 

-P^oyees. directly or 

attempting to induce or cause^indTp^^' 

ceiving favored trAnfmanf ^ j causing, accepting or re- 
ed to ?he - ^‘ivantagf relat- 

tctaier or prospective customL baeed^on''thB'”T''“ Pny cus- 
respondents money or iriftn nr the offering or giving by 

oliatomer. prospecL cSmer “ 0 ^ 0 ”'' *^“* 4 

cuBiomer, their officers, agents or employees. 



Al.VIN liAHTI'lUH, A!.!.ION MAUTKUS. ANH (JAll.HN OArJI.; 
Vohiino 'M Niuiilmr 7 


2 'rrA 


RcHpondiMilH Alvin liurtolH nii<i AUcn UurtclH nliall k(u*p jnid 
nuiintuin iiciionntH, rncnidH niui imminraiida whicii Tiilly mikI cor- 
roctly fliHoloHo tlic nature nl'all tninHacUoiiH involved in llntir 
biminoMH in (he rai'kai-H and StookyanlH Act, iinihidini'- hut 

not limitofi to Hcale tickotn iHHtaul or recoivod in conneetion witli 
the purohiiHii or Hiiltt oriiveHtn(;k. ami worltHhaetH niad<» or cmiHf^d to 
1)0 nuule in eonioMiiiaii wil h Mm imreluiKo or nahi of live.sUndt. 

IlonpoiKkuii Alvin Hariela in Hunpiowk^d oh a rejdMtnnil, iimko' ihn 
Act ibr a poriod oi tour (d) inonthH. 

RcHpondont Alloa liart(dn in prohibited lor a poriod of lour 
moiitliH I'roin (‘iiKakiaK in linMiaeuM or operating mihjoei to the Act 
na a market aj.{eney. hiiyinp, or Hollins llv<^M^o(•k in cotninerce on a 
cominiHHion haHin nr rujinaliinn Hlockyard HorvieeH, or as a dealer, 
buyiiiM or HcllinK livealoek in <-oinmerce either on hia own ueenunt 
or UH the employee or aKetd. of Mie vemUn- or purclnmer. 

Tho proviaimiH nl' Man order Hhall l)eroaa‘ eCfeetive on the HixlJi 
day alter Herviee ot Ihis order on the respoiidenU, 

OopieH oi' thia decisioa ahall Ih« served upon the parties. 


In iv; At.viN Hautkus. Ai.r.KN Hautki.s, and (Iaii.kn ({a<;k, IkVcS 
Docket No, (HUM. Ilet'ided Novenilier IM, MlHii. 

URPncy-^-IVjihlliili'd fnuu n-t'MvIiiK niivlhliiK nf vmIjm* rxet’pt tiK (•unHidfi’- 
ndiMi fur BcrvUTH l(iwfull> iriKloinl— I’nihtiilOsI frnm ImwIth'HH NuljJ‘*»‘r tii tin* 

Hlephun f.iifHirvllo. tur • ■•Jiialninintt 
David D. Mi’yvr, (.MbrnRlit MiiiMfrMtiti. iin 

DeciHion by Virtnr tV. iSihnvr, Adminititntlivc Imw rludni'. 

nt-u iHUiN WITH misi'wr'ni uaii.kn (jaci-; 

Thi« proiwding wa« iaMlilnleil under the PaekerH and Ktuekyards 
Act (7 U.S.C. § 1H| et ffv/.l hy a coniplainl Hied by tlu‘ Adininiatra- 
tor, Rackom mul Hlorkyards Adniiiiistration. HaihMl Dejant- 

ment of Agriculture, alleginw that tlie resjHHKienla wilfully violated 
the Act and the rt^ulatioaH irtuned theivimder td ('KK {il'oi.i vi 
Mq.). Tliis decision is entered purBunnt to the coiiMeat {Ita inioa pro 
visiona of the Rules of Practice applicable to this pimTunhag (7 t:FR 
§1.188). 

Respondent Ouilen Cingo ndraila the jurindiclional alleKationN in 
paragraph I of the comphiiat a» they iK-rtain to him anti Hpecilieal 
ly admits that the Secretary has juri«<hclif»ri in Ihia itmlter. neither 
admits nor danl^ the remaining aUegalions, waivtta oral lieai iaR 
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and further procedure, and consents and agrees, for the purpose ol 
settling this proceeding and for such purpose only, to the entry ol 
this decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of t|iis decision. 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. Gailen Gage, hereinafter referred to as respondent Gage, is an 
individual whose address is 113 Mill Road. Lakefield, Minnesota. 

2. Respondent Gage is, and at all times material herein was: 

. Engaged in the business of buying livestock on a commis- 
sion basis m commerce; and 

A market agency, within the meaning and subject to the 
provisions of the Act. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Respondent Gailen Gage having admitted the jurisdictional facts 
and the parties having agreed to the entry of this decision, such 
decision will be entered. 


UKUER 


Respondent Gailen Gage, his agents and employees, directly or 
through any corporate or other device, shall cease and desist from 
receiving or accepting anything of value as a commission, broker- 
age or other compensation, or any allowance except as consider- 
ation for services lawfully rendered in connection with the pur- 
chase or sale of livestock. 

P^hibited from operating subject to 
the Act for a period of four (4) months, effective November 1, 1986, 
Copies of this decision shall be served upon the parties. 


1o!'i 985 September 

Market agency-Bond requlrementB-Suspension-Clvil penalty. 

'>“"8 “““‘I of 

dered to cease and de.'Rt'r had been terminated, Respondent was or- 

S wnioH J to the Ad for which bonding is re 

Se SndT„™ “ “-rafter until in compliance 

with the bonding requiremente, and was assessed a civil penalty of $4,000 00 • 
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Eric Paul, for complainant. 

W. F. Countiss, Amarillo, Texas, for respondent. 

Decision by William *J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION AND ORDER 

This is a disciplinary proceeding under the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act, 1921, as amended and supplemented (7 USC 181 et seq.), 
hereinafter referred to as the “Act”, instituted by a complaint filed 
on June 16, 1984, by the Administrator of the Packers and Stock- 
yards Administration, United States Department of Agriculture. 

The complaint alleges that LaVerne Jenkins, hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the respondent, is an individual doing business as La- 
Verne Jenkins Cattle and Grain Co., with a mailing address of Box 
169, Campo, Colorado. The complaint further alleges that the re- 
spondent is and, at all times material herein, was engaged in the 
business of buying livestock in commerce on a commission basis 
and registered with the Secretary of Agriculture as a dealer to buy 
and sell livestock in commerce for his own account. 

The complaint further alleges that respondent continued to oper- 
ate as a market agency purchasing livestock on a commission basis 
despite having been noticed of the termination of his $65,000.00 
surety bond on May 14, 1984, and that his operations subject to the 
Act required bond coverage in the amount of $85,000.00. 

Such activities are alleged to be in wilful violation of section 
312(a) of the Act (7 USC § 213(a)) and sections 201.29 and 201.30 of 
the regulations (9 CFR 201.29, 201.30). 

Respondent filed an answer to the complaint on July 16, 1984, 
admitting the jurisdictional allegations and denying all other alle- 
gations of the complaint. An oral hearing was held in Lamar, Colo- 
rado on January 22, 1986. Respondent appeared pro se, and com- 
plainant was represented by Eric Paul, Office of the General Coun- 
sel, United States Department of Agriculture. Two witnesses testi- 
fied during the presentation of complainant's case and seventeen 
(17) exhibits were admitted for complainant. Respondent conducted 
cross-examination and testified on his own behalf. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. LaVerpe Jenkins, doing business as LaVerne Jenkins Cattle 
and Grain Co., hereinafter referred to as the respondent, is an indi- 
vidual whose mailing address is Box 169, Campo, Colorado, (admit- 
ted in answer) 

2. Respondent is j and at all times material herein wasf 

(a) Engaged in the business of buying livestock in commerce on 
a commission basis; and t 
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buv Agriculture as a dealer to 

in Lswer, own account (admitted 

business of buying live- 

WmLf to btTn " “PP™™«‘®'y t'^onty (20) years and considers 
ftimselt to be an order buyer" rather than a “dealer" or “trader" 

amce he purchases livestock on order and receives compensation 

sneTn] J'y way of a commission rather than a profit on 

speculative resale. (Jenkins, Tr. 72-74, 79 ). 

maintolnM^ which respondent 

undL hf Art'aT' ^ of his livestock obligations 

writtL notfc! was terminated. Notwithstanding 

written notice, respondent engaged in the purchasing of livestock 

a rearnrbTelnd”’"'”^™'' and maintaini J 

Stroud 9-1® " ^“ivalent until May 9, 1977. (Cx 1° 

6. On August 6, 1977, a consent order was entered in 7n w Tn 
Verne Jenkine, P&S Docket No. 6389, thatZvided 

“Respondent shall cease and desist from engaging in any 
business m commerce in any capacity for which bonding is 
required under the Packers and Stockyards Act and the 

bo?d or'ite maintaining a reasonable 

uLlrs.?^ t PMr “ 

reasonTble S I’ -untamed 

compliance with the requirements of 
the Act and regulations (Stroud, Tr. 10-11). 4uiremenrs or 

spInden^wL^ V^-^n surety bond maintained by re- 

spondent was officially terminated after the expiration of a thirty 

t“ass‘..’srstr “r - 

Im/ wi?Lu7the o~onrafter" May u] 

na™hat a ZL • “P°” ““hing.a determi- 

(k) This bond may be terminated by either party hereto 
anfth?! P®«“ ®f ‘®™ination to the'other part 

and the Admmistrator of the Packers and Stockrards Ad 

I ministration at Washington. D.G., at 
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prior to the effective date of such termination. In the 
event that the Surety named herein writes a new bond to 
replace this bond for the same Principal named herein, the 
30-day termination provision will be waived, and this bond 
will become terminated as of the effective date of the re- 
placement bond. Immediately upon filing a claim for recov- 
ery on this bond, unless the Surety believes that such claim 
is frivolous, the Surety shall cause termination of this bond 
in accordance with this paragraph, (emphasis added) (Form 
P&SA-l (7/76); 41 FR 63771, Dec. 9, 1976)." 

9. The livestock purchase transactions which eventually led to the 
May 14 1984 bond termination, occurred almost eight months pre- 
viously, on September 9 1983. Respondent purchased 46 head of 
livestock from the Cattleman’s Livestock Commission Company of 
Dalhart, Texas, for a disclosed principal, Mr. Robert Kula, a Colo- 
rado feedlot operator who was not registered and bonded under the 
Act. Mr. Kula paid for the livestock with a $16,420.18 NSF check 
and Cattleman's Livestock (Commission (Company filed a claim 
against respondent’s bond (Cx 16; Stroud, Tr. 68-59; Jenkins, Tr. 
74). 

10. The packers and Stockyards Administration's Denver Region- 
al Office notified respondent's surety on August 14 1984, with 
copies going to both respondent and to the (Colorado official who 
acted as trustee on the bond, that the bond claim had been with- 
drawn after an attorney employed by respondent had obtained pay- 
ment from Mr. Kula (Cx 16; Stroud, Tr. 59; Jenkins, Tr. 76). 

11. This August 14 1984 letter served two purposes: (1) it author- 
ized a full release of the proceeds from the terminated surety bond; 
and (2) it provided respondent, his surety, and the state official who 
served as trustee on the bond with express written notice that the 
bond which had terminated on May 14 1984, could not be reinstat- 
ed and would have to be replaced with a new bond or bond equiva- 
lent (Cx 16; Stroud, Tr. 34). 

12. The new bond that respondent was required to file with the 
Secretary, however, was now in the amount of $86,000. This re- 
quirement had been communicated to respondent by letters dated 
April 25, 1984 and June 4 1984, as well as by subsequent telephone 
conversations with complainant's Denver regional supervisor, Mr. 
C. James Stroud, and a marketing specialist working under his su- 
pervision, Mr, Darcy White (Cs 8; Stroud, Tr. 16-16; White, Tr. 61- 
62). 

13. This $86,000 bond requirement represented a normal increase 
of $20,000 ($66,000 to $76,000) based upon a sharply higher reported 
dollar volume of livestock purchased on commission during the cal- 
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endar year 1983. plus an additional $10,000 adjustment ($'75,000 to 
$85,000) to compensate for an unusually high second auax^ter pur- 
chase volume of $4,953,468 (Cxs 2, 3; Stroud, Tr. 11-16). 

14. Respondent has not filed a new bond with complainant, 
either in the amount of $65,000 or $85,000 (Stroud Tr 17) An un- 
successful attempt was made on September 5, 1964’ howevei', to re- 
instate the bond terminated on May 14 1984 apparently re'ti'oactive 
to the termination date (Cx 16; Stroud, Tr. 39-41, 49- White Tr. 63- 
64), ' * 


16, l^e letter purporting to reinstate the $56,000 bond was not 
received for filing by complainants Denver regional office. Witness 
Stroud testified that the Packers and Stockyards Administration 
would have refused to permit reinstatement and accept tHis letter 

termination had already occurred 

lotroud, Ir. 39-41, 49). 

‘he period May 16 1984 through December 28 1984, 
respondent was shown to have purchased livestock on a commis- 

New stoohyai-ds or auction markets located in 

Oklahoma, primarily for various principals 
Mnadf„?r Colorado (Cxs 6-14; Stroud, Tr. 17-38), Such purchases 
constitute only a sample of his full time business during this 

numi, markets show 

an^thW, ^ hital dollar volume 

Ttesrcotm^-®^ respondent a total of $1,266.13 in commissions, 

® respondent by the various selling 

‘® 

genLuTndd’forh!®!."” basis by respondent we 

be^g iqsZf One purchase made on ISTovem- 

fnr g ^ Cattleman s Livestock Commission Company was paid 
for by Mr. Jenkins Stroud, Tr 32- Cx 11 Tn tv,. r was pniu 

Tq / t f'®" *"hins, Tr. 79-80. 93) 

ai indication, show “thatm aenklnX^'unutofto 
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the same level in which he reported for 1983 (Stroud, Tr. 69)/' Re- 
spondent’s 1988 annual report (Cx 2) shows the purchase on a com- 
mission basis of 24,436 head of cattle for a total buying commission 
income, after expenses, of $74,845. Assuming that the dollar 
volume of respondents livestock purchases remained the same for 
the 3rd and 4th quarters of 1984, as reported for 1983 ($2,613,628 
out of a total of $9,049,535 or 27.8%), he would have earned a net 
buying commission income after expenses of some $20,668 ($74,345 
X27.8%) while operating for six months without bond coverage. 
Even assuming that hia surety could be equitably held to a $66,000 
liability to potential bond claimants after September 6 1984, by 
reason of its collection of premiums and unsuccessful attempted re- 
instatement (Cx 16), the bulk of such income would have been re- 
ceived, while no protection of any kind was in effect. 

21. The statement in the September 6 1984 letter from Lumber- 
mens Mutual Insurance Company that respondent relies upon— 
'*We now wish to reinstate this bond and consider it in full force as 
if it was never cancelled” merely implies an intention to provide 
coverage from May 14 1984 onward. There is no express commit- 
ment to honor bond claims arising out of transactions that oc- 
curred between May 14 1984 and September 6 1984, or any expla- 
nation of how a claim might be handled if filed untimely (more 
than 120 days after the transaction) because a claimant had made 
an inquiry as to the existence of bond coverage in June and had 
been advised that coverage was no longer in effect. 

22, Respondent explained that he could not have obtained a 
$86,000 bond prior to the oral hearing, and in fact, had not at- 
tempted to do so, because he had not yet obtained the necessary 
financial information from his accountant for submission to a 
surety company (Jenkins, Tr. 78-79, 90-91, 93). 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Respondents Operations as a Market Agency Buying Livestock in 

Commerce on Commission after May U, 1984, Constitute a Wilful 

Violation of the Act and Regulations 

There is no real controversy in this proceeding as to the nature 
of the business engaged in by respondent. He has admitted being 
registered as a dealer and buying livestock in commerce on com- 
mission -(Answer; Cxs 1-3). Whether he is called a market agency 
buying on commission in accord with the language of the Act or an 
order buyer to follow industry custom is immaterial. In either case 
he is required under the bonding regulations to file and maintain a 
reMonabl^ bond or approved bond equivalent (9 CFR 201.27 et. 
seaX 
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current noncompliance is apparently to be excused because his 
surety, the selling auction market, and the Packers and Stockyards 
Administration failed to take sufficient actions to help him collect 
the purchase price from his principal (Jenkins, Tr. 76-77). 

At no time did he recognize that he had an obligation to pay for 
the livestock, take prompt action to maintain bond coverage, or 
cease to operate while not in compliance. His assertion that there 
was no wilful violation of the Act rings hollow when contrasted to 
his actions. At most, it can be inferred that he was too busy travel- 
ing back and forth buying livestock on commission to give adequate 
attention to his responsibilities under the Act. 

Certainly, his explanation as to why he hi^ not obtained the 
$86,000 in bond coverage required fits this pattern. He explained 
that his accountant was too busy with tax work to get him the nec- 
essary financial information to submit to a surety company (Jen- 
kins, Tr. 78-89). Unexplained is why he did not go to his account- 
ant in May 1984. Perhaps the true reason respondent has not made 
a real effort to comply with the increased coverage demand is 
simply that he believes it is unreasonable to require the same bond 
coverage of an order buyer as a dealer buying livestock for his own 
account. However, operating subject to the Act requires full compli- 
ance with all of the regulations issued thereunder, not just those 
regulations that are deemed reasonable by each registrant. 

Respondent contends that the violations should be excused be- 
cause of his lack of responsibility coupled with a good faith attempt 
at compliance. Unfortunately, the acts and omissions of respondent 
Jenkins cannot be passed over so simply. It is true that Mr. Jen- 
kins did not “anticipate” the failure of his disclosed principal, Mr. 
Robert Kula, to pay for livestock purchased on his behalf. 

The possibility that one of the principals for whom respondent 
purchases livestock might not pay for such livestock is, on the 
other hand, an anticipated contingency that is provided for in the 
bonding regulations. Respondent voluntarily assumed the obliga- 
tion (of a market agency buying livestock on commission) to make 
payment for such livestock, at least up to the amount of bond cov- 
erage under the Act, in the event of non-payment by a disclosed 
principal. 

Respondent also assumed the obligation of maintaining bond cov- 
erage that fully complies with the Act and regulations or ceasing 
to purchase livestock on commission. These fundamental obliga- 
tions of engaging in a regulated business rested on respondent La- 
Verne Jenkins in full force. They were reinforced by the entry of a 
prior order of the Secretary. He was again advised with respect to 
suqI^ obligations on May 26, 1984 (Darcy White, Tr. 62). 
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The record in this proceeding demonstrates that respondent nei- 
ther lacked responsibility for the violations here nor acted in a rea- 
sonable and timely manner to comply with his responsibilities. 

It is a flagrant example of a registrant operating in noncoinpli^ 
ance with the bonding requirements over an extensive period o( 
time in direct violation of the terms of a prior consent order, The 
public was endangered by this absence of compliance. If any other 
principal for whom respondent had purchased livestock after May 
14 1984 had failed to pay for such livestock, the required bond cov- 
erage under the Act and regulations would simply have been un- 
available. Even assuming arguendo that respondent made a good 
faith attempt at obtaining the required bond protection, such 
action would not alter the fact that respondent continued to operait 
as a market agency buying on commission without bond coveragt 
and earned substantial income from such activity. (See Complain- 
ant's Finding No. 20). 

It must be concluded from respondent's actions and from his fail- 
ures to act, that he has wilfully violated section 312(a) of the Ad 
and sections 201.29 and 201.80 of the regulations promulgated 
thereunder (9 CPR 201.29, 201.30). 

II 

Sanctions 

Sanction testimony was presented by complainant’s Denver re- 
:ional supervisor, Mr. G. James Stroud (Tr. 66-69). He explained 
ohat four sanctions were necessary: (1) a cease and desist order 
against operating without filing and maintaining the required 
bond; (2) an indefinite suspension until compliance with the bond- 
ing requirement was achieved; (3) a suspension for a 30-day period 
and (4) a $6,000 civil penalty. 

Great weight must be given to complainant’s recommendations 
concerning sanctions. In re Sy B. Gaiber and Company, 31 Agri. 
Dec. 843, 846-61 (1972); In red. A, Speight, 83 Agric. Dec. 280, 310- 
319 (1974); In re Samuel Esposito, 88 Agri. Dec. 618, 666 (1979). 
Severe sanctions have been the clearly established policy for some 
time now. In re Braxton Worsley, 33 Agric. Dec. 1647. 1666-71 
(1974). 

A cease and desist order is routinely imposed whenever substan- 
tial noncompliance with the bonding regulations is found to have 
occurred. Respondent violated the 1977 cease and desist order (Cx 
I). 

Respondent did hbt refute the evidence presented by complainant 
as to the iiicireased bond coverage requir,ed ($86,000), or with re- 
spect to respohdeht's failure to obtain a bond (or approved bond 
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equivalent) in any amount. Accordingly, an indefinite suspension is 
warranted. 

The 30 day suspension and the $6,000 civil penalty are warranted 
by the lengthy period of time during which respondent operated 
without any bond coverage and in express violation of the 1977 
Consent Order (Stroud, Tr. 66-67). 

Complainant argues that to deter similar noncompliance, a civil 
penalty equal to five percent (6%) of the unsatisfied bonding re- 
quirement is appropriate. This would amount to $4,260 in this in- 
stance, however, rounding up to the next $1,000 increment is ap- 
propriate because of the circumstances established in this proceed- 
ing. 

However, consideration must be given to the fact that Respond- 
ent in good faith reasonably (from his limited perspective) believed 
that he did have at least $66,000 bond coverage from the time he 
received the September 6, 1984 insurance company letter. This 
belief was not fully or legally well founded, but it is an ameliorat- 
ing factor, not credited by complainant. 

For this reason, the rounding off will be downward rather than 
upward, to $4000, not to $6000. 

The respondent's continued operations without full compliance 
with the bonding regulations is an unfair trade practice. See 
United States v. Hulings, 484 F.Supp. 662, 566-67 (D. Kan. 1980). If 
unchecked, it would make it very difficult to enforce compliance 
from other individuals who buy livestock on commission (Stroud, 
Tr. 68-69). 

Respondent’s testimony has established that he is a careful and 
experienced professional order buyer and, therefore, less likely to 
get "burned” by a nonpaying principal than many other order 
buyers. But, this is irrelevant. The bonding regulations can not be 
applied on an arbitrary basis. Either all order buyers must be re- 
quired to obtain bond coverage based on the volume of their live- 
stock purchases just as are dealers who buy for speculative pur- 
poses, or all order buyers should be permitted to provide a lesser 
bond coverage. 

The policy decision to require market agencies buying on com- 
mission to maintain the same dollar amount of bond coverage as 
dealers buying for their own account is well established (Cx. 17). 
The regulations requiring such coverage are specifically authorized 
by statute (7 USC 204) and, therefore, are entitled to the full force 
and effect of law as substantive regulations. , 

Respondent has failed to demonstrate anything in his particular 
operations sufficient^ different from the order buying businesses 
of other registrants as to warrant an exception. He does not buy 
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exclusively for one principal as a bona fide employee of such prin> 
cipal. 

He buys livestock as a middleman under the Act, and has an ob- 
ligation to pay for such livestock whenever his principal fails to do 
so, regardless of whether the name of the principal was disclosed 
prior to the purchase. See In re Hath, 36 Agric. Dec. 1812, 1816 
(1977); Arnold Livestock Sales Co. v. Pearson, 383 F.Supp. 1819, 
1320-23 (D. Neb. 1974); United States Fidelity & Guarantee Co. v. 
Clover Creek Cattle Co., 92 Idaho 889, 462 P. 2d 993, 994-1003 
(1969). 

The protection provided livestock sellers by the bond required of 
a market agency buying on commission (or a dealer-agent of a pur- 
chaser if his compensation is not a commission) is relied upon in 
the industry. 

"Q. Mr. Stroud, when a purchase of livestock is made by 
an individual buying on commission for a disclosed princi- 
pal, is the bond of that individual liable if the principal 
does not make payment? 

A. Yes, 

Q. With respect to sales by various stockyards, do they 
rely as a general proposition on the market agency buying 
on commission for payment if principal does not pay? 

A. That is correct. 

Q. And in releasing livestock that has been sold through 
auction, is reliance placed on who buys on commission? 

A. Yes. 

Q. That is typical in the industry practice: reliance on 
the middleman? 

A. This is absolutely — this is industry practice to look to 
the person who is on the market who is actually doing the 
buying. Look to him for absolute payment, 

Q. If the principal 

Judge Weber; Whether it’s disclosed or undisclosed" 

A. That's correct, Your Honor.” 

Tr. 37-38) 

Respondent’s failure to obtain a new bond after May 14, 1984 de- 
rived the industry of this protection. His assertion that such 
yury was cured by a retroactive reinstatement of his $66,000 bond 
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is unfounded. Moreover, respondent was compelled to admit that 
his surety would have been unlikely to agree to a reinstatement if 
there had been a failure to pay by a principal during June or July 
of 1984 (Jenkins, Tr. 98-99). 

The only way the public can be fully protected when a market 
agency or dealer continues to buy livestock after termination of 
bond coverage is to provide an adequate deterrent to such conduct. 
The assessment of a $4,000.00 civil penalty and a 30-day suspension 
in addition to the routine indefinite suspension and cease and 
desist order is considered necessary by the complainant to deter 
such conduct on the part of respondent and others similarly situat- 
ed. 

When due consideration is given to the volume of respondent's 
unbonded operations, the length of time involved (approximately a 
year now, as well as in 1976-77), the substantial earnings he has 
derived through such operations, and his failure to take prompt 
and decisive action either to head off a termination of his $65,000 
bond or obtain the subsequently required $86,000 bond, it must be 
concluded that these sanctions, when considered under the cited 
precedents, must be assigned here. 

CONCLUSION 

The evidence of record and applicable precedents presented 
herein clearly and convincingly establish that respondent has wil- 
fully violated section 812(a) of the Act (7 USC § 218(a)), and sections 
201.29 and 201.30 of the regulations (9 CFR §§201.29, 201.30). Re- 
spondent's actions constitute an unfair and deceptive practice and 
imperil the public. Therefore, the following order should be issued. 

ORDER 

Respondent LaVerne Jenkins, individually or through any corpo- 
rate or other device, in connection with his activities subject to the 
Packers and Stockyards Act, as amended and supplemented, shall 
cease and desist from engaging in business subject to the Act for 
which bonding is required without filing and maintaining a reason- 
able bond or its equivalent, as required by the Act and the regula- 
tions. 

Respondent is suspended as a registrant under the Act for thirty 
(80) days and thereafter until such time as he complies fully with 
the bonding requirements under the Act and the regulations. 
When respondent demonstrates that he is in full compliance with 
such bonding requirements, a supplemental order will be issued 
terminating this suspension after the expiration of the thirty (80) 
/day^uspension,. 
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In accordance with section 312(b) of the Act (7 USC 213(b», i 
spondent is assessed a civil penalty in the amount of Four Th« 
sand Dollars ($4,000,00). 

The suspension will begin on the 30th day after this Decision ai 
Order become final. 


■ penalty shall be paid by the 120th day after the Det 

Sion and Order become final. 

The Decision and Order will become final 86 days after servio 
unless appealed within 30 days of service (9 CFR 1.146a and 1.142( 
^ served upon the parties. 

[This decision and order became final November 19, 1986.— Ed 


In re: Beep Nebraska, Inc. P&S Docket No 
ber26, 1985. 


6094. Decided Noveni 


violates the 1976 f proccfi 

Mme sentence, it is presumed Cai,!? different words oro usod in iU 

The word "or" is to be riven express difforoiil Wm 

ute, courts look to the historical evfinf- meaning. In construing a slet- 
croas-examine with respect to leoisinH prompted the Act. There is no need b 
fiiotis at congressional hearinira facte. Legielativo history involving discui- 

bates. IntenUs not an elS of 

comprehensive term. A delay in th^T^ n violation. "Any" is a broad erd 
check is mailed on the 8ame^dav^« coHection process is unfair oven If the 
bow payment should be made under P^^J^base. The seller has the option os te 
available under Packers and StXarlTt o, payment legislation. Discovory la not 

H Van for complainant. '' ” 

decision by Donald A. Campbell. Judicial Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER 

yards AcU92T'*'^"ameS^d^ Packers and Stock- 

An initial Decision 

Administrative Law Judce Win^^ ^^86, by 

^Pondantto cea^^^^^*^^^^^ (AU) ordering^ J 

— ^ ’ issuing checks in payment for 

^ ^ generally o .'t 

' “*'™ “<*St«l^rtaAct."l „10 H»^^^^ 1986 Supp.), and I 

««• oh. 71 ( 98011 ; 



BEEF NEBRASKA. INC. 
Volume 44 Number 7 


2787 


livestock drawn on remote, distant, or country accounts, including 
any account with the State Bank of Palmer, Nebraska, for the pur- 
pose of or resulting in extending the time necessary to collect such 
checks, or of causing or extending delay in the collection of funds 
thereon.” 

On May 8, 1986, respondent appealed to the Judicial Officer, to 
whom final administrative authority has been delegated to decide 
the Department’s cases subject to 6 U.S.C. §§ 556 and 657 (7 CFR 
§2.35).^ The case was referred to the Judicial Officer for decision 
on August 27, 1985. 

Based upon a careful consideration of the record, I agree with 
the AU’s findings and conclusions. But in view of the great impor- 
tance of this case to the $83 billion livestock industry, I am setting 
forth a more extensive discussion of the findings of fact and conclu- 
sions of law. 

Before reading the findings of fact, a brief explanation of the 
statutory provision and banking scheme at issue may be helpful 

Following the bankruptcy of American Beef Packers in January 
1976, which left "producers in 13 States unpaid for a total of over 
$20 million in livestock sales” (S. Rep. No. 932, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. 
6 (1976)), Congress amended the Packere and Stockyards Act in 
1976 by requiring packers to pay promptly for livestock by check or 
wire transfer of funds (7 U.S.C. §228b(a)), and providing that (7 
U.S.C. § 228b(c)): 

Any delay or attempt to delay by a market agency, 
dealer, or packer purchasing livestock, the collection of 
funds as herein provided, or otherwise for the purpose of 
or resulting in extending the normal period of payment for 
such livestock shall be considered an "unfair practice” in 
violation of this chapter. 

The House Report on the 1976 amendatory legislation recognizes 
that one of the principal complaints by producers was the use of 
banking practices which delayed payment for livestock, The report 
states (H.R. Rep. No. 1043, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. 8 (1976)): 


*The position of Judicial Officer was established pursuant to the Act of April 4, 
1940 (7 U.S.C. §§ 460c-460g), and Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1968, 18 Fed, Reg. 
8219 (1968), reprinted in 6 U.S.C, app. at 1068 (1982), The Department's present Judi- 
cial Officer was appointed in January 1971, having been involved with the Deport- 
ment's regulatory programs since 1949 (including 8 years’ trial litigation; 10 years' 
appellate litigation relating to appeals from the decisions of the prior Judicial Offi- 
cer; and 8 years as administrator of the Packers and Stockyards Act regulatory pro- 
gram) (December 1962-January 1971), 
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The principal complaints from the producer and feeder 
representatives were the lack of protection from packer 
tailuies and from various devices (such as use of drafts or 
checks drawn on distant banks) utilized by packers to 
delay jiayment for livestock purchased, The resulting 
oat, which amounts to enormous sums on a national 
aggregate basis, is used by packers to help finance their 
operations. This group of producer and feeder representa- 
tives overwhelmingly supported enactment of a Federal 
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03, 308-09, 336).® Respondent is, and at all times material herein 
was, a packer as that term is defined in the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act (7 U.S.C. § 191), and is subject to the provisions of the 
Act. 

3. Respondent purchases cattle for slaughter in Nebraska, Iowa, 
Kansas, Minnesota, South Dakota, Illinois, and occasionally in Col- 
orado (Tr, 303). Respondent purchased $84,547,474 worth of cattle 
during its fiscal year ending October 31, 1981, and $91,106,147 
worth of cattle during its fiscal year ending October 31, 1982 (CX 8, 

p.2). 

4. Respondent generally pays for its livestock purchases on the 
day of purchase or the next day by giving a check to the seller or 
the seller’s trucker, or by placing a check in the mail (CX 1, 2, 3; 
Tr. 300-02, 322-25). An analysis of all of respondent’s livestock 
checks (except for a few where dates were “totally obscured on the 
back of the check" (Tr. 197)) during four sample periods {June 21- 
July 2, 1982; July 6-10, 1982; July 12-16, 1982; September 20-24, 
1982) shows that 80 of 169, or 60.3%, were dated the day of pur- 
chase, and 79 of 169, or 49.7%, were dated the day after purchase 
(computed from CX 1, 2, 3; Tr. 193-99). (This analysis excluded nu- 
merous purchases at the Omaha stockyard, which were not paid for 
by check (Tr. 198); most of those payments were made the day after 
purchase (see CX 2, 3; Rule 3, Omaha Livestock Exchange Rules 
and By-Laws)). 

6. Respondent is, and for a substantial period of time has been, a 
customer of Omaha National Bank, Omaha, Nebraska. Prior to 
July 1982, respondent maintained its general checking account in 
that bank, and paid for its livestock purchases with checks drawn 
on that account (Tr. 49, 303-06, 310-11, 327, 341). 

6. On June 28, 1982, respondent entered into an agreement with 
Omaha National Bank to subscribe to Omaha National Bank’s Con- 
trolled Cash Disbursement Account program, under which respond- 
ent continued to be a customer of Omaha National Bank, but wrote 
checks on Palmer State Bank instead of Omaha National Bank. Re- 
spondent paid Omaha National Bank $126 per month for the privi- 
lege of writing Controlled Disbursement Account checks on Palmer 
State Bank (CX 6, pp. 21, 22). 

A Controlled Disbursement Account is a relatively new cash 
management product offered by banks primarily to corporations. 
Such acgounts are widely available throughout the country (CX B; 
Tr. 80, 118-20r362, 371-74, 400). 


“ Somb i^cord citation are included for convenience, but no effort has been made 
to include ^1 relevant record citations. 
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7, Omaha National Bank is a “city” bank under the Federal Re- 
serve System regulations with a 1040 "city” routing symbol. State 
Bank of Palmer is a “country” bank or “country” endpoint under 
the Federal Reserve System regulations with a 1041 “country” 
routing symbol (CX 5, pp. 9, 13; RX 11; Tr. 37-39, 384-85). In order 
National Bank to be able to offer its customers the ben- 
efits of a Controlled Disbui-sement Account, Omaha National Bank 
entered into a Controlled Disbursement Agreement in May 1982 
with Palmer State Bank under which Omaha National Bank cus- 
tomers are permitted to draw checks on Palmer State Bank (which 
have the country” Federal Reserve System routing symbol “1041” 
encoded on them instead of the "1040” "city" routing symbol), but 

fo Presses the checks (CX 5, pp. 

19-40). They are intercepted at the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Kansas City, Omaha Branch, by Omaha National Bank pursuant 
to an Intercept Apement signed in May 1982 by Omaha National 
Bank, State Bank of Palmer and the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Hnn»T interception (CX 6, p. 18). Omaha Na- 

the Omal F r f" ‘hem with 

‘‘ ‘he checks had been 

tCX 5 fi T° 0 V ®‘e‘e Bank of Palmer 

(CX 6, 6; Tr. 27-82, 883-86, 396, 404-406, 411-12). 

“ehursement Agreement between Omaha Na- 

(Sc 5, pp.Vm 

custome'rT ®“ disbursement 

us pers to open an account or accounts at its Bank, and 

11 allow checks to be drawn on Palmer’s ABA routing 

.“XXoNr '> 

Intercept Agreement with 
the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City-Omaha Branch 

shall^^ inI«*-ception of Palmer’s cash letter by ONB, and 
shall maintain an Automatic Cash Letter Payment Agree- 
ment with the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas Citv 

thrug; 



BEEF NEBRASKA. INC. 
Volume 44 Number 7 


2791 


4. Palmer shall provide an account statement on each 
account on a periodic basis. 

6. ONB shall have the following responsibilities and 
duties under this Agreement: 

(a) ONB shall obtain all documentation required 
by Palmer in establishing an account at their 
bank. 

(b) ONB shall provide a specification sheet to 
the customer on required check and draft layouts, 
with the customer being responsible for all print- 
ing charges. 

(c) ONB shall be responsible for the interception 
and settlement of Palmer’s Federal Reserve cash 
letter. 

(d) ONB shall be responsible for the lintercep- 
tion and settlement of controlled disbursement 
items received from the Federal Reserve. 

(e) ONB shall be responsible for the settlement 
of Federal Reserve differences in received cash let- 
ters. 

(f) ONB shall indemnify, save and hold Palmer 
harmless against action taken against ONB's con- 
trolled disbursement accounte, 

(g) ONB shall process and settle disbursement 
items using normal bank practices, and act as the 
contact for any questions or problems that might 
occur between Palmer and the controlled disburse- 
ment customer. 

6. ONB shall cause controlled disbursement customers to 
maintain a $8,000.00 collected balance in their respective 
accounts at Palmer as long as the account is an open and 
active account. 

In the words of Mr. Nelson, Omaha National Bank’s Second Vice- 
President, in charge of its check processing activities (Tr. 59): 

From a bank standpoint, Palmer was only giving us the 
right to use the ABA number, that is their bank routing 
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the documents — once it has read it the first time, read the 
routing number and the account number and the amount, 
we segregate those out — I testified to that yesterday — into 
Palmer items, those that are drawn strictly on Palmer cus- 
tomrs, and those checks that are drawn on Omaha Nation- 
al Bank or accounts of Omaha National Bank. 

Once that is done, the computer automatically substi- 
tutes our routing number for Palmer's and that item be- 
comes — is treated identical to any item that would bear 
our own ABA [routing] number. So in effect, what we've 
done is created a mirror image of our own account 
number, super-injected it over, and told our machines, 
“Don't read Palmer’s ABA number; read ours.” 

It’s sorted as if it was our own item and treated in the 
return process in the bookkeeping procedures as if it was 
actually our item. 

10. The Federal Reserve System operates the largest check collec- 
tion system in the country. Mr. Foley, Vice-President of the Feder- 
al Reserve Bank of Kansas City, testified concerning a 1979 study 
showing that 40% of all checks are handled through the Federal 
Reserve System. The other checks are exchanged directly between 
banks within a clearinghouse area or they are collected through a 
private correspondent relationship between banks (Tr. 90). Some 
banks choose to participate in private collection systems rather 
than, or in addition to, the Federal Reserve System because they 
can negotiate better deposit and credit availability schedules than 
those established by the Federal Reserve System (Tr. 94). 

11. When a person (such as a livestock seller) receives a check, 
the bank in which he deposits the check is referred to as the “de- 
positing bank,” “depository bank" or “sending bank,” The bank on 
which the check is drawn is referred to as the “payor bank” or 
“paying bank.” The check goes from the depositing bank to the 
Federal Reserve Bank, where it is sorted and then “presented” to 
the paying bank (Tr. 874-76). 

The funds can be transferred from the paying bank to the depos- 
iting bank by means of ledger entries on their respective accounts 
at the Federal Reserve Bank, i.e., the paying bank’s account is deb- 
ited and the depositing bank's account is credited. After a check 
reaches the Federal Reserve Bank, the day on which the funds are 
available to the depositing bank (i.e., the day on which the check 
“clears” the check collection system, e.g., by a debit to the account 
of the paying bank and a credit to the account of the depositing 
bank) varies, depending on whether the paying bank is, e.g., a city 
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bank, a country bank, or an RCPC (regional check processii 
center) bank (Tr. 36-41, 51-52, 69-75, 95-107, 120, 374-413; CX 5, 

9; HX 11, 12). 

12. The Federal Reserve System has different "cut-off’ times f 
different types of banks. Checks reaching the Federal Reser 
Bank by the cut-off time applicabie to the particular type of bat: 
on which the check is drawn are credited to the depositing ban 
(i.e the funds are actually available to the depositing bank) in a 
cordance with schedules published by the Federal Reserve Systei 

120. 374-413; CX 6, p. 9; RX 11, 12 
Effective Februaiy 16, 1982, the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansi 
City Omaha Branch, gave immediate credit (i.e., same day fun 
avaiiabihty to the depositing bank) if (i) checks drawn on an RCP 
bank were received by the Omaha Federal Reserve Bank by 12;0 
a.ni or (ii) checks drawn on a city bank (such as Omaha Nationt 
Bank) were received by the Omaha Federal Reserve Bank by 8:8 

pZiar?ro~- ^7"" » 

1 , 'f '^ere received by th: 

c Wi, a I*"® '"“'"ll ‘™®’ ‘‘ the same ns i 

riiht aUhe cutler K®®®"® Bank on Day i 

r ght at the caUfT time. In other words, minutes can make a dav'i 

c27a7e’:tr'^ T**® out-off tinSus?! 

ed are set forth in the following table (see CX 6, p. 9); 


9). P' 

with the Om^ Federal Bahk'^ bv 12^1 ^ and checJts deposited 

at the Federal^n^ m depositing bank's ac- 

^to later cancellaflo,^ 410), subject 

given by the ^ But “provisional c4t 

n>qunt:teifiniaOTedit''aK4-^ practical PMt-posea” as “tanta- 
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Class of Item 

Cut-Off Time 

r uiiu 

Availability 

City 



Machine processable checks 

8:30 a.m. 

Immediate 

RCPC 



Machine processable checks 

12:01 a.m. 

Immediate 

Fine sort ^ 

2:00 a.m. 

Immediate 

Country 



All checks 

3:00 p.in. 

Next day 


18. Effective May 27, 1983, the Omaha Federal Reserve Bank 
schedules were slightly altered. The deposit or cut-off time and 
fund availability schedules established by the Omaha Federal Re- 
serve Bank as of that date were as follows (RX 11, p. 2): 

Class of Item Cut-Off Time AvMlobility 

City 


Unsorted 

9:00 a.m. 

Immediate 

Fine Sort 

10:00 a.m. 

Immediate 

RCPC 

Unsorted Regular 

12:01 a.m. 

Immediate 

Unaorted Premium 

1:00 a.m. 

Immediate 

Fine Sort 

2:00 a.m. 

Immediate 

Country 

Unsorted 

8:00 p.m. 

Next day 

Fine Sort 

4:00 p.m. 

Next day 


14. The following examples illustrate the Omaha Federal Reserve 
Baiik's schedule (see Finding 12) for checks drawn on a city bank, 
ah RCPC (regional check processing center) bank and a country 


T Fine sorted Itoins are items sorted "to a specific ABA number or routing transit 
number” (Tr. 7i), ; 
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Example 1. If checks drawn n ^ Account program, 
country bank were received by 

at 8:00 a.m. on Day 1, the funds wn Federal Reserve Bar 

the depositing bank as follows: ^ ^ credited (i.e., available) 


Item 


Cil;y check 
RCPC check 
Country check 


Day 1 
Day 2 
Day 2 


Fund Availability 


oral Reserve Bank^ar^oVa ^ '•eceiyed by the Omaha Fed 

■ted (i.e., available) to the depositing bank as fiws: 


Item 


City check 
RCPC check 
Country check 


Day 2 
Day 2 
Day 2 


Fund Availability 


erai R^'^ete^antVtToVp 

d “''■“ilable) to the depositing baVk as foW 


Item 


City check 
RCPC check 
Country check 


Day 2 
Day 2 
Days 


Fund Availability 


the checr;;sr:srr tck'r^ “ 

than checks drawn on city banks uni ^ country banks 

era! Reserve Bank after the 8-Sn * the Fed- 

apd before the 3^00 prcltflp"?- »anks 

pies also illustrate that for cWfe”" “‘'"“'y hunks. The exam- 

serve Bank after 3:00 p.m there is Federal Ee- 

P«n., there is, more delay, or “float,” in the 
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check collection system for checks drawn on country banks than 
checks drawn on RCPC banks.® 

15. The additional delay, or “float,” resulting from Omaha Na- 
tional Bank becoming, in effect, a country bank instead of a city 
bank enables Omaha National Bank to offer its customers (such as 
respondent) a valuable service. Prior to the utilization of Omaha 
National Bank’s Controlled Disbursement Account, respondent was 
unable to forecast accurately what checks would clear through the 
check collection system each day. Respondent wrote its checks on 
Omaha National Bank, which is a participant in the Federal Re- 
serve System and, also, the Greater Omalia-Lincoln Clearinghouse 
Association, a private check collection system. Omaha National 
Bank is also a city bank with established banking relationships 
across the country, including m^or money center banks. Conse- 
quently, items drawn on Omaha National Bank could be and were 
presented and debited throughout the day, from 3:30 a.m. until 9:00 
p.m. Under these circumstances, Omaha National Bank could pro- 
vide neither accurate daily forecasting of funding requirements nor 
increased float to its customers (CX 6, p. 13; Tr. 39, 49-61, 873, 386). 

Prior to its participation in Omaha National Bank's Controlled 
Disbursement Account program, respondent had to estimate what 
checks would clear the collection system each day. This resulted at 
times in respondent borrowing money under its revolving note 
from Omaha National Bank (which is reduced or increased each 
day) and paying interest on funds put into its checking accounts 
that were not actually needed that day. If respondent underesti- 
mated its cash requirements for a particular day, Omaha National 
Bank honored the checks, and charged respondent an "overdraft" 
charge identical to the interest charge respondent would have paid 
if respondent had accurately estimated its cash needs. But continu- 
ous overdrafts are not regarded as a good banking practice, and 
banks discourage customers from continuously having overdrafts 
(Tr. 327-36, 346-48, 866-68, 401-03). 

16. A Controlled Disbursement Account (i) enables the bank of- 
fering the account to notify its customer each day of the exact 
daily funding requirements that will be necessary that day to covei 
its checks and other cash items that will "clear” that day, (ii) take? 
advantage of the disbursement float inherent in the Federal Re 
serve's check collection system, and (iii) permits maximum use ol 
t)ie. customer's fqnds for investment or debt paydown. A customei 

ifl a 9-hour time period In which country checks have more delay, oi 
■ pian RCPC checks, l.e., checks deposited with the Omaha Federal Re8erv( 
between 8:01 p.m, of Day 1 and 12:01 a.m. of Day 2 (Tr. 46, 48; CX 6, p, 9) 
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such as respondent can maintain a zero-balance checking account 
in which the exact funds needed each day to cover checks cleared 
that day are deposited in the checking account that day. 

17. For Controlled Disbursement Account checks written on a 
"country" bank that are received by the Federal Reserve Bank on 
Day 1, the Federal Reserve Bank has until noon of Day 2 to 
present the items to the paying bank. However, such items are nor- 
mally made available to Omaha National Bank by 10;00 p.m, on 
Day 1 (Tr. 61-62, 72, 384). Omaha National Bank then runs the 
items through its computer and is able to advise its customers by 
8:00 a.m. on Day 2 as to the exact amount of money needed in the 
customers’s checking account on Day 2 (Tr. 30). Since the Con- 
trolled Disbursement Account checks are written on a country 
bank, checks presented to Omaha National Bank on Day 1 are not 
credited to the depositing bank, or debited to the paying bank, 
until Day 2 (Tr. 62, 384-85). Accordingly, on Day 2, a customer such 
as respondent is able to borrow money, if needed, on its revolving 
note and deposit the exact amount needed in its checking account 
on Day 2, by means of a telephone call (Tr. 306-07, 327-28, 348. 
866-66, 402-03, 428).fi 


18. In order to offer a Controlled Disbursement Account to its 
customers, Omaha National Bank had to limit the number of pre- 
sentments in any given day (Tr. 61). Omaha National Bank identi- 
fied State Bank of Palmer from among its correspondent banks as 
a suitable bank to participate with it in establishing and operating 
its Controlled Disbursement Account program (CX 6, p. 13; Tr. 51- 
52). State Bank of Palmer was selected because it was a country 
point 125 miles from Omaha, it was sufficiently small that it was 
not likely to receive direct presentments from other banks, and it 
was not then a member of any clearinghouse association. Thus, vir- 
tually all of Omaha National Bank's Controlled Disbursement Ac- 
count checks would be presented through the Federal Reserve's 
check collection system. In addition, State Bank of Palmer receives 
only one presentment per day from the Federal Reserve Bank (CX 
6, p. 18; Tr. 61, 384-86). 


19. Omaha National Bank selected State Bank of Palmer to take 
advantage of the deposit and credit availability schedules of the 
bederal Reserve* Bank applicable to cash items dhawn on "country" 
ban^. By ch<^ing State Bank of Palmef rather than an RCPC 
National Bank obtained additional "float," i.e., delay 
in the check collection process (CX-^ Tr. 83-37, 44-48). Some of 


* Omaha N^tiond Bank awepis deposita for same-day le 
p.m. bn any banking 'day ’(Tr. 428). 


at^rcredlt as late as 9:( 
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Omaha National Bank’s competitors originally offered Controls 
Disbursement Accounts on RCPC banks, but they switched i 
“country” banka after Omaha National Bank began using a “cou] 
try” bank (Tr. 38, 414). 

20. When Omaha National Bank officials met with their accoui 
executives who would be marketing its Controlled Disbursemei 
Account program to customers, the additional "float” time froi 
the use of a "country” bank rather than an RCPC bank or cii 
bank was one of the "selling points”. (Tr. 44-47). The outline use 
to explain Omaha National Bank's Controlled Disbursement A 
count program lists as one of the seven features (Tr. 44; CX 6, ' 
25): 

6, Presentment times are longer than those associated 
with disbursing from a bank located in a RCPC or Fed 
City zone. 

Omaha National Bank’s "handbook for our sales people and oi 
account executives to use when they are out with their customers 
(Tr. 46) states (CX 6, pp. 27-28; emphasis added): 

Customer Benefits 

Using the State Bank of Palmer as our controlled disburs- 
ing affiliate bank, we will be able to supply significant 
cash management benefits to our corporate customers: 

® Maximum use of cash for investments, debt paydown 
or funds mobilization. 

® Accurate daily information for greater control and 
forecasting. 

® Decreased idle balances. 

® Increased utilization of disbursement float inhei'ent in 
the system. 

® Automated and easily integrated into Omaha Nation- 
al's corporate cash management system featuring 
Automated Investment Checking, the liquidity fund, 
and OmniLink. 

Market 

Large corporations or middle market customers that have 
significant' disbursing dollars. 
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Competition 

At the present time, U,S. National Bank is the only com- 
petition in our middle market. Larger corporations will be 
solicited by U.S. National and large "money center banks” 
that are aggressive in cash management services. 

Omaha National Advantages 

Omaha National has a distinct advantage over US. Na- 
tional by providing an additional day of disbursing float to 
the customer. 

Advantages to our local customers in relationship to 
money center banks is that we will process their checks 
locally at Omaha National and not at some distant loca- 
tion. facilitating stop pays, cautions, etc. 

Omaha National Bank’s marketing pamphlet or brochure which 
was given to potential customers (Tr. 47) states (CX 6, p. 80; emnhn- 
sis added): 


Controlled Cash Disbursement 


By processing your company’s disbursements through an 
Omaha National afiiliate, same-day clearing information 
can be provided at the start of your business day. Advan- 
tages of controlled cash disbursement include: 

• Maximum use of cash for investments, debt paydown 
or funds mobilization. 


• Accurate daily information for greater control and 
forecasting. 

• Decreased idle balances. 


• Increased utilization of disbursement float inherent in 
the system. 

• Automation and easy integration into Omaha Nation- 
al s corporate cash management system. 

Respondent's President did not remember whether he was shown 
a copy of the foregoing marketing brochure, but he admitted that 
he was shown some "literature” by the Omaha National Bank rep- 
resentative and that he studied the literature (Tr. 309-10) 

July 12, 1982, respondent has used its 
Omaha National Bank Controlled Disbursement Account to pay for 

Bank of Palmer 

(CX 3 7; Tr. 194-204). All of these checks are collected through the 
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Federal Reserve Bank check collection system, and are subject to 
the deferred (i.e., next day) credit availability provided by the Fed- 
eral Reserve's deposit and credit availability schedule applicable to 
checks drawn on “country” endpoints (CX 3, 5, p. 9; RX 11; Tr. 194- 
204, 411-12). 

22. Mr. Nelson, Omaha National Bank’s Second Vice-President in 
charge of check processing, testified that on average the increased 
“float” resulting from Omaha National Bank’s Controlled Dis- 
bursement Account program would be a fraction of a day, 80% to 
90% of a day in case of national firms, and much less for customers 
located in the Omaha area. That is because there might be no 
delay or there might be a full day's delay, depending on when an 
item reached the Federal Reserve Bank and what type of item it 
was. So in the aggregate, looking at all of a customer's Controlled 
Disbursement Account checks, the delay would average a fraction 
of a day (Tr. 396-99, 403, 412-13, 417, 420-21). 

23. The increased “float,” or delay in the collection of respond- 
ent’s checks, resulting from its use of Omaha National Bank's Con- 
trolled Disbursement Account checks is shown by an analysis pre- 
pared by complainant of almost all of respondent’s livestock checks 
issued during four sample periods, two before and two after re- 
spondent began writing Controlled Disbursement Account checks. 
(The only checks omitted were those where “dates were totally ob- 
scured on the back of the check” (Tr. 197)). The first sample con- 
tains the endorsement stamp dates and, also, the check clearing 
dates (i.e., the dates on which respondent’s account at Omaha Na- 
tional Bank was debited (Tr. 196, 212), which would be the same 
date Omaha National Bank's account at the Federal Reserve Bank 
was debited and the depositing bank’s account at the Federal Re- 
serve Bank was credited (Tr. 381-86, 423-27; RX 12)) for 32 checks 
issued by respondent from June 21 through July 2, 1982, before re- 
spondent began using Controlled Disbursement Account checks (CX 
1), Of these 32 checks, 27 cleared through the Omaha Federal Re- 
serve Bank,^° and 24 of the 27 (or 89%) cleared the check collec- 
tion system (i.e., the depositing bank was credited and Omaha Na- 
tional Bank was debited) on the same day on which the check was 
received by the Omaha Federal Reserve Bank (CX 1).“ 


The initials ^‘FO” on Complainant's Exhibits 1-8 refer to the “Omaha Branch 
of the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City" ('Tr. 200). The initials “SC" stand for 
the Sioux City, Iowa Bank, and the initials “ONB" stand for tho Omnha National 
Bank (Tr.^ 200).^ 

Only three exceptions oiit of the 27 chocks clearing through the Federal 
Reserve Bank were all deposited by Producer Order Buyers, Sioux City, Iowa. Each 

Continued 
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The second sample period, from July 6 through July 10, 1982 
al^so prior to respondent's use of Controlled DisbursemeL Account 

ederal Reserve Bank, and 13 of the 16 (or 87%) cleared the check 
bf the Om'aha P T 

check^ to did nofl remaining 16 

checks that did not clear through the Federal Reserve Bank all 
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6 1982 through 

1 ^ 20 through 24, 1982 (CX S). The 86 live- 

ZitFlr:iT tough the 

Omaha Federal Reserve Bank, and all 86 (or 100%) cleared thn 

recetefbrro^^lTp^^^ the checks were 

IncrJ Omaha Federal Reserve Bank (CX 3). The 1-bank- 

2 ^ ‘T '■P" °^‘be 85 checks, 

positijg iSrt M 7 collection process on a do- 

Crii i! T P“ ‘be policy of the depository 

ts who are r H '’*® '’®Pb gives livestock selh 

good L ca!h M "r*'’® ‘"’mediate credit that is as 

goM M cash as soon as the livestock seller deposits a Controlled 

niVi Aocount check from respondent (Tr, 430-38) On the 

^her hand another bank official testffied that his Lk does not 

Lck writhtt "® ®'' ''P'' P Disbursement Account 

£ sited (^r “'® ®®PPP' •‘Py Pft- ‘be check is 

er de^te^' h,I a ®’''’ r®^ ‘'’p‘ '^’’P" “ byP®‘°®k custom- 

roulng tlboit ft ®7 ®" t'"“b « lOiO 

cdet biX t ’ “’®/"P‘P”®«- ^«®“ves ledger credit the day of re- 

^ rss s— ts 

ttstiississss’s'!: ” »“"• 

1, p. 1). Of the Hve cheek. 

r^aojiadi tilO fiiflt beak invoived one cleared the same day they 

reaching the flrst 

a Bank. WPua Miiorsement date ^ the Omaha Federal 



BEEP NEBRASKA, INC. 
Volume 44 Number 7 


2803 


symbol), the customer receives ledger credit the day of receipt, but 
does not receive availability of funds until the second business day 
following receipt (Tr. 166-91). He explained that the added day of 
delay in the availability of funds caused by the use of one of re- 
spondent’s Controlled Disbursement Account checks cost a coopera- 
tive association, Producers Order Buyers, $11.17 on a single check 
for $22,978.06 (Tr, 127-68; CX 7). 

26. When respondent began writing Controlled Disbursement Ac- 
count checks for livestock purchased at the Omaha stockyard, Mr. 
Cunningham, Executive Secretary of the Omaha Livestock Ex- 
change (an organization of livestock commission firms), advised re- 
spondent that under the Exchange rules, all livestock must be paid 
for with a local check, and that if respondent wanted to do business 
with his members, respondent would have to comply with the Ex- 
change rules. As a result, respondent pays for livestock bought at 
the Omaha stockyards with a local check (Tr. 313-17). 

26. Omaha National Bank was not required to (and did not) 
obtain formal approval of its Controlled Disbursement Account pro* 
gram. Nonetheless, it discussed the program informally with Feder- 
al Reserve System and Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
officials, who advised that the program did not appear to violate 
their regulations (Tr. 68, 112, 364-67; CX 6, p. 10; RX 9, 10). The 
letter to Omaha National Bank from the Regional Counsel of Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation states (CX 6, p. 10): 

We have reviewed your description of The Omaha Nation- 
al Bank’s proposed "Controlled Disbursement Account.” 

In offering this product, it does not appear that the bank 
would violate any federal laws or regulations which FDIC 
enforces. It is possible, however, that controlled disburse- 
ment accounts might be used to increase the amount of 
"float” time of checks for bank customers. If this were the 
case, the FDIC might find that an unsafe and unsound 
banking practice existed. 

27. On January 11, 1979, the Federal Reserve Board issued a 
, press release discouraging the use of remote disbursement checking 
. accounts, stating (CX 10): 


When the Federal Reserve ofRoiol signed the Intercept Agreement Involved in 
Oihaha National Bank’s Controlled Disbursement Account program (see Findings 7- 
9),iib did hot approve the (Controlled Disbursement Account program (Tr. 112). 

The Federal Reserve Board’s press release and report (CX 9, 10), received only 
Jaa^an olfer of proof fTr. 116-16), were erroneously excluded (since they are relevant 
iibackgrouhd information), and are considered a part of the record <7 CFR 

Continued 
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The Board believes the banking industry has a public re- 
sponsibility not to design, offer, promote or otherwise en- 
courage the use of a service expressly intended to delay 
final settlement and which exposes payment recipients to 
greater than ordinary risks. The Board is calling on the 
nation’s banks to join the effort to eliminate remote dis- 
bursement practices intended to obtain extended float. 

There is no intention to discourage corporate disburse- 
ment arrangements with banks that provide for improved 
control over daily cash requirements, provided that these 
arrangements do not result in the undesirable effects 
noted above. Banks should provide the cash management 
services needed by their customers through the use of pay- 
ments methods that facilitate prompt funds availability to 
payment recipients and that protect banks from unneces- 
sary risk. 

Attached to the Federal Reserve Board’s press release quoted im- 
mediately above was a Staff Report which states (CX 9, pp. 1-2): 

1. Remote disbursement unnecessarily delays payment to 
check recipients who rarely are able to determine the 
manner in which payments are made to them. 

Recipients of remotely disbursed checks may be exposed 
to risk of loss associated with the longer clearing time. 
Perhaps the best example of this risk was the case involv- 
ing American Beef Packers, Inc., which case was the sub- 
ject of recent Congressional hearings resulting in the en- 
actment of legislation to require next-day final payment 
for livestock transactions. 

American Beef Packers paid for cattle purchased from 
farmers in the midwest with checks drawn on a bank in 
Oregon. When the company went bankrupt, the checks 
were dishonored. Actually, payable through drafts were 
used in lieu of checks by this company but banks treat 
such drafts as checks and the public is generally not in- 
formed of nor concerned with the technical differences. 
During Congressional hearings, the point was frequently 
made that the length of time required for clearing and 
retuiTi of th^ , drafts probably caused much of the loss to 
th^ draft recipients. Specifically, the longer clearing time 
may have affected the collectability of some of the drafts, 
and the combination of the longer clearing and longer 
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return times delayed identification and claim of assets 
(livestock). 

Because check recipients are generally not aware of the 
risks associated with remote disbursement and are not in a 
position to negotiate an alternative payment instrument 
(such as more readily collected checks, currency, or wire 
transfer), the Board believes that the banking industry has 
a responsibility not to encourage or even offer a service 
that is intended solely to delay final settlement and that 
thereby exposes check recipients (particularly individuals) 
to greater risks. 

The Board is not discouraging corporate disbursement 
arrangements with banks that provide for improved con- 
trol over daily cash requirements provided that the pur- 
pose of such arrangements is not to delay the collection of 
fUnds to the disadvantage of the payee or other partici- 
pants in the payment system. Banks should provide the 
cash management services needed and demanded by their 
customers using payment methods that facilitate rapid col- 
lections, assure the prompt availability of funds to pay- 
ment recipients, and protect banks from unnecessary risks. 

Mr. Foley, Vice-President of the Federal Reserve Bank of Kaiistia 
City, who has the senior supervisory responsibility over the check 
collection system in the 10th Federal Reserve District (which in- 
cludes Omaha), twtifled that he does not know whether Omalia 
National Bank's Controlled Disbursement Account program vio- 
lates the Federal Reserve System’s policy statement as to remote 
disbursements (Tr. 117-23). 

28. On February 23, 1984, the Federal Reserve Board issued a 
policy statement discouraging the use of delayed disbursement 
practices (hat incre^e "the collection time for checks by at least a 
day. The policy statement is as follows (emphasis added): ^ ® 

Policy Statement on Delayed Disbursement Practices 

^ The Federal Reserve Board is concerned that the prac- 
tice of delayed disbursement has become increasingly prev- 
alent. Delayed disbursement consists of arrangements de- 
signed to delay the collection and filial settlement of 
checks by drawing: 'checks on institutions located substan- 
tial distances from the payee, or, oh institutions located 

Official notice (7 CFR § 1.141(g)(6)). 
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outside of Federal Reserve cities when alternate and more 
efficient payment arrangements are available. 

The increase in delayed disbursement practices has re- 
duced the efficiency of the check collection system. The 
concerns expressed by the Board in its 1979 policy state- 
ment on delayed disbursements are still valid today. Re- 
cipients are denied availability of funds to the extent that 
funds would be available earlier if the transaction had 
been consummated using a check disbursement point 
where collection could be more readily accomplished. A 
check drawn on an institution remote from the payee 
often increases the costa of handling the check. First, more 
institutions are likely to handle the check before it is final- 
ly paid, increasing processing costs. Second, higher trans- 
portation costs are incurred to move checks greater dis- 
tances. It has been estimated that the incremental cost for 
handling checks drawn on delayed disbursement accounts 
is approximately 7 cents per item. In addition, the practice 
delays the return of unpaid checks. These disbursement 
practices result in increased possibilities for check fraud 
and other losses, higher processing and transportation 
costs, increased incidence of delayed funds availability, 
and higher processing and transportation costs for return 
items. 

The remote location of institutions offering delayed dis- 
bursement arrangements often increases the collection time 
for checks by at least a day. Recipients of delayed disburse- 
ment payments, moreover, are exposed to increased risk of 
loss. The extended collection time for checks drawn on 
such accounts increases the chances that the checks will 
not be paid when presented for payment due to reasons 
such as insolvency of the payor. 

Finally, delayed disbursement arrangements could give 
rise to supervisory concerns since a bank may unknowing- 
ly incur significant credit risk through such arrangements. 
The primary risk is payment against uncollected funds, 
which could be a method of extending unsecured credit to 
a depositor and lead to violations of legal lending limits. 
Absent proper and complete documentation regarding the 
credit worthiness of the depositor, paying items ' against 
uncollected funds could be considered an unsafe or un- 
sound banking practice. Further, even if properly docu- 
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mented, such loans might exceed the bank's legal lending 
limit for loans to one customer. Examiners are instructed 
to review routinely a bank's practices in this area during 
the course of examinations to ensure that such practices 
are conducted prudently. If undue or undocumented credit 
risk is disclosed or if lending limits are exceeded, examin- 
ers will continue to take appropriate corrective action. 

The Board believes that the banking industry has a re- 
sponsibility not to offer or otherwise encourage the use of 
arrangements that result in a delay in the collection and 
final settlement of checks. The Board has implemented a 
program designed to accelerate the collection of checks 
and encourages the banking industry to seek further im- 
provements in check collection and funds availability. The 
Board intends to monitor the success of voluntary efforts 
to reduce and eliminate the use of delayed disbursement 
arrangements. In instances where delayed disbursement 
abuses continue, the Board intends to pursue appropriate 
action. This may include Federal Reserve operational 
changes to speed up the collection of checks drawn on 
these institutions. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Mr. Nelson, Omaha National Bank's Second Vice-President in 
charge of check processing, admitted that its Controlled Disburse- 
ment Account program resulted in a delay of 1 day in the check 
collection process with respect to some checks, depending on when 
they reached the Federal Reserve Bank (Finding 22), As to other 
checks, there would be no delay, i.e., for checks reaching the Feder- 
al Reserve Bank after the 8:30 a.m. cut-off time for “city” banks 
and before the 3:00 p.m. cubnff time for “country” banks (Finding 
14, Example 2). Accordingly, Mr. Nelson testified that the delay 
from using Controlled Disbursement Account checks would average 
a fraction of a day, considering all of the checks written by a cus- 
tomer (Finding 22). In the case of respondent, its use of Controlled 
Disbursement Account checks instead of checks drawn on its regu- 
lar bank account at Omaha National Bank resulted in a 1-day 
delay as to moat of respondent’s livestock checks (Finding 23). 

Omaha National Bank officials admit that the additional “float” 
time from the use of a "country” bank rather than an RCPC bank 
in its Controlled Disbursement Account program was one of the 
selling points” used in selling its program to customers (Finding 
20). Respondent’s President admitted that he studied “literature" 
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provi(lt‘(l by Oniiihn National Hunk’H ropromMitativi* rolathiK to it-H 
Controllod DiHlmi'Hoinont Account i)rofp'mii. Onuiha National 
Umik'H lUoratuni !in{H live "hononiH" to cimtonim'H, including "In- 
crensed ulitiwition (»!’ diHburwiinoiit lloal iiilu>ront in the HyHtcin” 
(Finding 1^0). AccordinKlyi it ih cltau- that n*Hi)oiuloiiL’H Pronidont 
know timt when rcHiK»n(ionl Hloppod writing cliockH on ita regular 
checking account at Oniidui National Hank, and la^gan writing 
clicclcH on iStalo Hank of Palmar, ilmra would ho additional delay in 
the olicuk colloction Hyatam, at hawl aa to H(Hno chccka. 

Hut even if roHpondant’H ProHidont had not known that the uhg of 
Conlrolh^d liiahurHomant Accotnd. chackM drawn on ytjito Hat\k, of 
Pnlnior would cauHo delay in tho chock chairing [h'occhh, at lonat 
with rcHpoot to mane chcckH, tlio plain worda of tlio Act nhow (and 
tho IcgiHlalivo liiMtory conlirniH) that any praclico liy a packer that 
rcHull« in a delay in tho chock cloaring pr(K*OHH in an unfnir prac- 
tice in violation of the Act. irn-Hpoctlvo tif inlent. Tint tU7(i aimtnd- 
menlfl to the Act provide (V ll.K.O. Ji liilHh): 

§ 22kb. P/owi/g {Htynn'tif fhr fnnvhuHV o/‘ HvvnttH'k 

(u) Full nmmnt uf puivhusv privu nyniml; nivt/uuh ufpity' 
mvnl 

Mach pucker, markot iigoncy, or doaler purcIniMing live* 

Block hIuiII, before tlio chiHo of tlu' next huHinewH day fol* 
lowing tlie pinx’luiMo of livoMtock and IraiiHfor of laiHHCHHion 
thereof, deliver to tho Holler or hin duly »uilhori/.ed ropre* 
Hontativc llic full ainount of the punduiHe price: Pmvitlvd, 

That each packer, markol ag(*ney, or iloaler lairclnwing 
Hvtffllock for Hhuighter Mhall. hefore the ckwo of tho next 
buBirum« day following purcIniHO of livoHi<H*k and IranHfor 
of jKiBBOHHion thereof, aclunlly deliver nl tlio point of trana- 
for of f)OiHie»sion to the aeller or hin duly mUhoriwKl ropre- 
(KuntAilvo 0 chock or tihuU wire Irnnufer funda to tho Helh 
er'fl account for tho full innounl of the purchtiae price; or, 
in the Ciu»e of n purcluiae on a ciirciUiH or "grade and yield" 
baais, the purchaser ithnU make payment by check at the 
pointer tnmafer of [KWHeiwfon or Hhidl wire trnnafer funcia 
to tho account for the full amount uf the purchaae 

price not later than the close of the firat buainesa day fol- 
lowing d^tarmlnalion of the purchnae price: Prtwui^l fur- 
th$r, iimt If the teller or his duly authorised representa- 
tive la not pr^nt to receive payment at tho point of 
transfer of pommlon, ua herein provided, the packer, 
market agency or deoler ahall wire transfer funds or place 
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a check in the United States mail for the full amount of 
the purchase price, properly addressed to the seller, within 
the time limits specified in this subsection, such action 
being deemed compliance with the requirement for prompt 
payment. 


(b) Waiver of prompt payment by written agreement; disclo^ 
sure requirements 


Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a) of this 
section and subject to such terms and conditions as the 
Secretary may prescribe, the parties to the purchase and 
sale of livestock may expressly agree in writing, before 
such purchase or sale, to effect payment in a manner 
other than that required in subsection (a) of this section 
Any such agreement shall be disclosed in the records of 
any market agency or dealer selling the livestock, and in 
the purchaser’s records and on the accounts or other docu- 
ments issued by the purchaser relating to the transaction. 

(c) Delay in payment or attempt to delay deemed unfair 
practice 


Any delay or attempt to delay by a market agency, 
dealer, or packer purchasing livestock, the collection of 
funds M herein provided, or otherwise for the purpose of 
or resulting in extending the normal period of payment for 
such livestock shall be considered an “unfair practice” in 
violation of this chapter. Nothing in this section shall be 
deemed to limit the meaning of the term “unfair practice” 
as used in this chapter. 


Subsection (a) of the statutory provision just quoted requires 
packers to promptly deliver or mail a check to a livestock seller or 
wire transfer funds unless there has been a waiver of the prompt 
payment requirements pursuant to subsection (b). In this case, 
there was no waiver of the prompt payment requirements. Since 
complainant concedes that respondent mailed the livestock checks 
in a timely f^hion as required by Subsection (a), we are concerned 
here only with subsection (c). 

There are several possible interpretations of subsection (c). But 
under any reasonable interpretation of subsection (c), a packer’s 
practice of writmg a check on a remote bank (or on a local bank 
which, in effect, conwrts itself into a remote bank), thereby delay- 
ing the check clearing pfoce^, 4s an unfair practice. 

To aid understanding complainant interpolates bracketed num- 
bers in subsection on the first bracketed 
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clauHG, viz. (Complainant’H Reply to UoHponcIent'H I’ropoHCjd Find- 
ings, etc., ut 2a): 

Any tlclay or attempt to delay by a market aKoncy, 
dealer, or packer purchusiiiK livoHtock, [IJ the collodion of 
funds an heroin provided, or [2] otherwise for tho purpose 
of or roHulting in extondinff tlio normal period of payment 
for such iivcHtock shall bo considtired an "unlair i)ractK:o'’ 
in violation of this chapter. NolhinK in this section shall 
bo deomocl to limit tho mcaniiiK of tho term "unfair prac- 
tice" as used in this chapter. 

Respondent contonds that HubHoclion (c) doos not itself condemn 
nny doluyitig practico, but merely Htatea that failure to comply 
with Bubaoction (u) iu an unfair practice, unh‘HH tho sailor waives 
his right to }3rompt paymont (which is permitted by subHcdion (b)). 
ReaiJondont contonda that if a check is timely muih?d, it is immate- 
rial whether it is written on a remote bank tlu\t would delay the 
chock collection procesa by Boverol days. 

Specifically, reapondent arguea that tho words "collection of 
funds" in the first brnckoted clauso of Hubsection (c) are synony- 
mous with tho word "paymont," and that witli respect to chi'clcs 
mailed by £i packer, Congress was concerned only with whether the 
packer mailed tho checks in a timely manner, as required by suh- 
BCCtion (a). Mowevor, since CongresH used the plirase "collection i>f 
funds" in the namo sontonce in which it used the word "paymenl," 
it is evident tliut Congress did not use tlm phrase "colleetion of 
funds" SB Hynonymous with "puymonl." "Where the lugislature in 
the same santcMico uses difforont words, wo must presume that they 
wore used in order to express difforont ideas." Hvx v. Gmit Boiton. 
8 H. & C, 71, 74 (IHiiH}, per Ixird Teiulorden. 

When Congress said that any delay or attempt to delay by a 
packer tho collection of funds ns herein provided is an unfair prac- 
tlcQ, Congress obviously intended to includo as an unfair practice 
under subsection (c) tho writing of a chock on n remote bank which 
would delay tho collection of funds from a check timely mailed by 
a packer in accordance with subsection (a). 

Furtliermoro, ovon though complainant relies only on the firnt 
bracketed dauso, the same result would be reached under the lan- 
guage of the second bracketed clause. The second bracketed diume 
is preceded by tho word “or," which indicates that the various 
members of the sentence are to bo taken separately. "In statutory 
construction 'or' is to bo given its normal di^junctivo meaning 
unless such a construction renders the provision in tiuoslion repug- 
nant to other provisions of tho statue." Chy Union Carp. v. HVif 
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lace, 112 P.2d 192, 197 n.l5 (D.C, Cir.), cert denied, 310 U.S. 647 
(1940). Accoid United States v. Field, 255 U.S. 257, 262 (1921). 

Under the second bracketed clause, any delay or attempt to 
delay "otherwise,” i.e., in any manner other than referred to in 
bracketed clause 1, "for the purpose of or resulting in extending 
the normal period of payment,” is an unfair practice. Writing a 
check on a remote bank results in "extending the normal period of 
payment" for livestock. That is, when Congress was referring to a 
delay in "payment,” Congress was referring to more than just put- 
ting a check in the mail. Putting a check in the mail is, of course, 
one element of "payment.” (This is obvious from subsection (a{ 
which refers to receiving “payment” by receiving a check.) But the 
legislative history shows that Congress used the word payment in a 
broader sense than merely mailing or delivering a check. The legis- 
lative history of the amendatory legislation shows that Congress 
recognized that writing a check on a distant bank is a device uti- 
lized by packers to delay payment for livestock purchased. Specifi- 
cally, the House Report on the 1976 amendatory legislation states 
(H.R. Rep. No. 1043, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. 8 (Apr. 14, 1976) (emphasis 
added))j 

The principal complaints from the producer and feeder 
representatives were the lack of protection from packer 
failures and from various devices (such as use of drafts or 
checks drawn on distant hanks) utilized by packers to 
delay payment for livestock purchased.*® 

Hence when Congress made it an unfair practice to do any act "for 
the purpose of or resulting in extending the normal period of pay- 
ment, Congress meant to include the use of checks drawn on dis- 
tant banks. 

A third possible interpretation of subsection (c) would be to add fi 
comma after the word "otherwise,” thereby making the phrase "for 
the purpose of or resulting in extending the normal period of pay- 
ment applicable to the first bracketed clause. But even if that 
were done.^as shown above, when Congress referred to a delay iu 
^^payment, ' Congress had in mind delays caused by devices such aa 
checks drawn on distant banks ... to delay payment for live- 
stock purchased” (H.R. Rep. No. 1043, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. 8 (Apr. 

1 i 1 l\nn\\ ° ' r 


As shown below, this House Report relates to the version of the prompt pay- 
ment legislation which hod been divided into three subsebtiohs, and subsection fc) of 
that version (set forth in the House Report) and subsection (o); of the final version 
enacted into law are verbatim. 
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The plain language of subsection (c) so clearly prohibits packers 
from delaying the check collection process by writing checks on 
remote banks that an extended discussion of the legislative history 
of the amendatory language should not be necessary. But since re- 
spondent argues its absurd construction of the Act with such vigor, 
and since the issue is of such tremendous national importance, I 
will take the time to set out the legislative history at length. Since 
the prompt payment language went through several drafting 
stages, the legislative chronology is set forth first so that legislative 
discussion may be considered in the light of the language then 
being discussed. 

The entire prompt payment section of H.R. 8410, 94th Cong., 1st 
Sess., originally contained only two sentences, viz., the language 
that is now in subsection (c), with an insignificant change. Specifi- 
cally, the entire prompt payment provision of H.R. 8410, 94th 
Cong., 1st Sess., as introduced on July 8, 1975, by Representative 
Thone (for himself and Representative Bergland) provided: 

SEC. 8. Said Packers and Stockyards Act is further 
amended by adding after section 408 (7 U.S.C. 229) a new 
section 409 to read as follows: 

"SEC. 409. Any delay or attempt to delay by a market 
agency, dealer, or packer purchasing livestock, the collec- 
tion of funds through the mails, or otherwise for the pur- 
pose of or resulting in extending the normal period of pay- 
ment for such livestock shall be considered an ‘unfair prac- 
tice' in violation of the Act. Nothing in this section shall 
be deemed to limit the meaning of the term 'unfair prac- 
tice’ as used in the Act.” 

That original language is identical to the present subsection (c), 
except that the phrase "through the mails” was changed to "as 
herein provided” (7 U.S.C. § 229b(c)) after additional provisions 
were added as subsections (a) and (b) (see note 21, infra, and accom- 
panying text). (The fact that the original prompt payment language 
was ultimately enacted (with the insignificant change noted) is of 
particular importance since, as shown below, the orginal language 
was proposed for the express purpose of prohibiting packers from 
delaying the check collection process by writing checks on remote 
banks.) 


Amend Packers and Stockyard Act of 1921: Hearings on H.R. 8410 and Relat- 
ed Bills Befon the Subcomm. on Livestock and Grains of the House Comm, on Agri- 
culture^ 94th Coiig., Ist Sess. 9-10 (July 12, 28 and 24, 1976) [hereinafter cited as 
House Hearings]. 
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r Bills hold in 

July 1975. ^mmttee Print No. 2 of H.R. 8410 dated Februni-y 5 

1976. expanded the prompt payment proposal to read as follows^ >«' 

SEC. 7 Said Packers and Stockyards Act is further 
amended by adding after section 408 (7 U.S.C. 229) a now 
section 409 to read as follows: 

"SEC 409. Each packer, market agency, or dealer pur- 
chasing livestock shall, before the close of the next busi- 
ness day follomng the purchase of livestock and transfer 
of possession thereof, transmit or deliver to the seller or 

orl^n ? T'* Purchase 

price, unless otherwise expressly agreed between the pnr- 

ment shall be disclosed m the records of any market 
agency or dealer selling the livestock, and in the purohns- 
ers records and on the accounts or other documents issued 

aLtitT hT 1! ‘V’’® Any delay or 

attempt to delay by a market agency, dealer, or paiar 

purchasing livestock, the collection of funds through the 

mails, or otherwise for the purpose of or resulting in ex- 

tending the normal period of payment for such ifvestook 

Art NotS‘wn-“ *" '’“'ation of the 

meaning of the term ‘unfair practice’ as used in the Act.’' 

After Business Meetings on H.R. 8410 were held bv the House 

for the firflf sea version of the bill was agreed to, which, 

vers on wlh Tk subsections. The revised 

loifi ’ . ” ^ debated on the floor of the House on Mav G 

SEC 7. Said Packers and Stockyards Act is further 
amended by adding after section 408 (7 U.S C 229) a new 
section 409 to read as follows: ^ 


Jusineas Cong., 2d Sm, 

W„t Dec. 1976) [hereinafler dtad .a aias £ 0 ^^' 

by Hepre/en™tive''mZ.rr t Zwh"rw e ‘ “'t Meeting, 

(Business Meetings, supm note 18, at 121-22). ^ 
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“SEC. 409. (a) Each packer, market agency, or dealer 
purchasing livestock shall, before the close of the next 
business day following the purchase of livestock and trans- 
fer of possession thereof, deliver to the seller or his duly 
authorized agent the full amount of the purchase pricer 
Provided, however, lliat each packer, market agency, or 
dealer purchasing livestock for slaughter shall, before the 
close of the next business day following purchase of live- 
stock and transfer of possession thereof, actually deliver at 
the point of transfer of possession to the seller or his duly 
authorized representative a check or shall wire transfer 
funds to seller’s account for the full amount of the pur- 
chase price; or, in the case of a purchase on a carcass or 
'grade and yield’ basis, purchaser shall make payment by 
check at the point of transfer or shall wire transfer funds 
to seller’s account for the full amount of the purchase 
price not later than the close of the first business day fol- 
lowing determination of purchase price. 

“(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (a) of 
this section and subject to such terms and conditions as 
the Secretary may prescribe, the parties to the purchase 
and sale of livestock may expressly agree in writing, before 
such purchase or sale, to affect payment in a manner 
other than that required in paragraph (a). Any such agree- 
ment shall be disclosed in the records of any market 
agency or dealer selling the livestock, and in the purchas- 
er’s records and on the accounts or other documents issued 
by the purchaser relating to the transaction. 

“(c) Any delay or attempt to delay by a market agency, 
dealer, or packer purchasing livestock, the collection of 
funds as herein provided, or otherwise for the purpose of 
or resulting in extending the normal period of payment for 
such livestock shall be considered an 'unfair practice’ in 
violation of the Act. Nothing in this section shall be 
deemed to limit the meaning of the term ‘unfair practice’ 
as used in the Act.” 

Under the version just quoted, which was the version discussed 
in H,R. Rep. No. 1043, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. (Apr. 14, 1976), and de- 
bated in the House on May 6, 1976, mailing a check would have 
been prohibited unless the parties agi’eed to such payment under 


The word "agent” wae subsequently changed to "representative.” 
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However during the House floor debate on Mnj 
1976, Representative Hightower offered an amendment to iht, 

(122 cotTi worn 

Amendment offered by Mr. Hightower: Beginning m 

^o'oooer, That if the seller or his duly 
authorized representative is not present to claim paw 

S Ihe nSe‘ Possession, as heroin pro. 

t anlr flTo “‘“’''ot ogoncy or dealer shall wire 

«• h™», -m. .!»■ ™ 

The version of the promproavlnf 
by the House on e 

the version which was subspnii^ f^^ffhtower amencimont. wm 
"agent" in subsection (a) was 

word "demand" in subsLi^n i?" ^ ^ representative," nnd tfie 
Senate and House conferees fS "receive" by I ho 

Sess. 6 (Aug. 4, 1976)). * Cong., I^d 

prompt payment\n^agTwrsW^ respect U) llm 

^hich prompted passage^of the IQTfi^ to the historical ovents 
Act was the product of a oerinH ®«^®i^datory legislation. "The 
«te, may with propriety recur to thp construing u wUt- 

was passed/ United Stat^ Tuni of the timoB wJion il 

Northern Ry. Co v i2. Co., 91 U.S. 72 79" 

"stetute cannot be’divorce^fromSf"^ 316 U.S. 262, 273 (.1942). A 

me It was passed, and from tho ^ m o^*‘pu^3tances existing at the 
^ prevent." United Statest Congress sought to cor* 

290, 297 (1961). Statutes "a^ I' ^fg. Co., 341 U.S. 

5ta7e^ ^ exLtW with refer- 

Sto/es V. Wiee, 810 U.S. 406, 411 fiQfigf 1 Passage" {United 

^ ^ of history," when 

Zr^Tirr"!'' permuted b tV 

„Uuted .r 


: : ^^ Tlui hmS 
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statutory language is being interpreted, “is worth a volume of 
logic.” New York Trust Co. v. Eisner, 266 U.S. 346, 349 (1921). 

Turning to the “history of the times,” the dominant event that 
■was largely responsible for enactment of the 1976 amendatory leg- 
islation was the 1976 bankruptcy of American Beef Packers, Inc., 
which went bankrupt leaving producers in 13 States unpaid for a 
total of over $20 million in livestock sales. As stated in the House 
Report on the 1976 amendatory legislation (H.R. Rep. No. 1043, 
94th Cong., 2d Sess. 6 (Apr. 14, 1976)): 

Between 1958 and early 1976 167 packers failed, leaving 
livestock producers unpaid for over $43 million worth of 
livestock. By far the largest of such failures was that of 
American Beef Packers (ABP), which went bankrupt in 
January, 1976, leaving producers in 13 states unpaid for a 
total of over $20 million in livestock sales. Of particular 
concern to the livestock producers in this instance was the 
fact that ABP’s principal source of financing. General 
Electric Acceptance Corp., stood ahead of them among the 
bankrupt’s creditors by virtue of its duly protected securi- 
ty interest in ABP's inventory, etc., i.e., livestock and de- 
rivative products which the producers had sold on a cash 
basis and for which they had not been paid. 

As of July 1, 1975, 23 States had responded to the omi- 
nous trend of packer failures by enacting laws requiring 
bonds of packers. In the wake of the ABP bankruptcy, sev- 
eral States, including Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas, have 
enacted laws subjecting packers to strict prompt payment 
requirements. 

USDA figures show that in 1973 some $31 billion worth 
of livestock and $4 billion worth of poultry were marketed 
in the United States, representing approximately one-third 
of all farm income. Livestock is probably the single most 
important source of protein in the American diet. Thus, 
livestock producers occupy a position of unique national 
importance. No individual is engaged in a riskier endeavor 
or one more vital to the national interest than the produc- 
er. And no entrepreneur is so completely at the mercy of 
the marketplace. The livestock producer, if he successfully 
combats the vicissitudes of weather, financing, skyrocket- 
ing costs, etc., must sell when his cattle are ready irrespec- 
r tive of the market. His livestock may represent his entire 
year’s output. And, if he is not paid, he faces ruin. While 
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aome may argue that business is business and that farmers 
must take their chances along with everyone else, this 
Committee must view the situation from a larger perspec- 
tive. We would be derelict in our responsibilities to the 
American people if we failed to address the evils which 
tiave inflicted heavy losses upon the very producers upon 
whom the Nation depends for such an important part of 
its basic food supply. 

The Senate Report on the 1976 amendatory legislation contains 
language practically verbatim to that just quoted (S. Rep. No. 932, 
94th Cong., 2d Sess. 4-6 (June 4, 1976)), except that in place of the 
last two sentences just quoted, the Senate Report states {id. at G): 

The meat packing industry is, of course, an integral part 
of our Nation’s agricultural marketing system. What is 
needed to prevent future producer tragedies, as occurred 
following the ABP bankruptcy, is legislation that will 
afford a measure of protection to the livestock producer 
and feeder and yet not be so restrictive as to reduce com- 
petition in the livestock slaughtering business. H.R. 8410 
accomplishes this dual objective. 

Senator McGovern referred to the bankruptcy of American Beof 
Packers, Inc., as the “triggering mechanism” for the 1976 amends* 
tory legislation. He stated (122 Cong. Rec. 18,887 (June 17, 1976))i 

As Senators know, the triggering mechanism, for this 
legislation wm the 1976 bankruptcy of an Omaha based 
firm, the American Beef Packers, Inc, 

The bankruptcy of American Beef Packers, Inc., was repeatedly 
referred to in the Senate (June 17, 1976) and House (May 6 nnd 
Aug. 30, 1976) debates on the 1976 amendatory legislation (122 
Cong. Rec. 12,862, 12,863, 12,864, 12,868, 12,870, 12,876, 12,879, 
12,884, 18,824, 18,827, 18,828, 18,832, 18,835, 18,836, 18,837, 28,814, 
28,315). The bankruptcy of American Beef Packers, Inc., was also 
referred to by President Ford when he signed the 1976 amendatory 
legislation into law. He stated (Statement by the President on Sign- 
ing H.R. 8410 Into Law, Weekly Comp. Pres. Doc. 1836 (Sept. 18, 
1976)): 

Without this legislation, sales of livestock to meatpack- 
ing firms would have continued without adequate assur- 
ances of ipaymentrras was the case last year when a m£^or 
Midwesitom meatpwker went bankrupt while many of our 
cattle pro4pc©rs4v?^4^ft over $20 million of 
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worthless checks. Producers will be protected against this 
kind of catastrophe in the future. 

Moreover, the practice by American Beef Packers, Inc., of writ- 
ing checks on distant banks was one of the specific evils sought to 
be corrected by the amendatory legislation. In the Senate debate on 
June 17, 1976, Senator Clark, speaking in support of H.R. 8410, 
stated (122 Cong. Rec. 18,828 (1976) (emphasis added)): 

Mr. Clark. Mr. President, I rise in support of H.R. 8410, 
a bill to amend the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921 to 
assure livestock producers that they will be paid for the 
animals they sell, in the event of packing-plant bankrupt- 
cies. 

In January 1976, a disaster of m^or proportions struck 
more than 960 producers in 18 States. Iowa and Nebraska 
were the hardest hit. The catastrophe cost people in those 
two States $12 million at a time when they were already 
besieged by bad weather and low prices. Like a blizzard or 
a drought, this disaster was sudden and devastating. The 
livestock producers and businesses it hit could do little 
more than try to pick up the pieces and start again. But 
this was not a natural disaster. It was the financial col- 
lapse of one of the Nation’s 10 largest packers — American 
Beef Packers, Inc. of Omaha. 

The producers damaged by the failure of American Beef 
were not speculators. They had sold livestock for cash, ex- 
pecting to be paid. More than 1 year later, many producers 
and others are still wondering how it could have hap- 
pened. The full answer may never be known, but the Pack- 
ers and Stockyards Administration sent the Congress a 
report that provides some fascinating and disturbing con- 
clusions. “Deception and callous disregard for the livestock 
producers; distant bank accounts; special payments to 
friends; and improper accounting methods” — each had a 
part in the collapse of American Beef and the $21 million 
loss to producers that followed it, according to the report, 
and, to compound the disaster, it seems that the company 
continued to purchase livestock even though it knew the 
checks paid to livestock producers were worthless. 

The Congress cannot help those victims. Nor can it help 
the victims of more than 174 other packer failures that 
cost livestock producers another $26 million over the past 
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18 years. But Congress can and must do something to pre- 
vent this awful tragedy from happening again. 

Official notice was taken by the Judicial Officer of the Packeri) 
and Stockyards Administration Report to Congress (July 8, 1975) 
referred to by Senator Clark. The report states (id. at 6):3ii 

SUMMARY 

The following [five] practices were engaged in by ABP 
and Beefland with the overall result of imposing a $20 mil- 
lion loss on the livestock community: 

(1) The deliberate use of distant bank accounts to create 
an unreasonably large float which resulted in more live- 
stock producers not being paid. 

Senator Dole, who supported H.R. 8410 122 Cong, Roc, lH,Hm 
(June 17, 1976)), also referred to American Beef Packers' “mnnipu- 
lation by using distant banks,” stating (122 Cong. Rec. 18,834 (June 
17, 1976)): 

Because of this situation in recent years, packers hove 
commenced mailing checks to sellers which take several 
days to arrive and to clear the bank, 3 to 6 days can 
hardly be considered a cash sale and with the mail sorvico 
being what it is today, it may be longer than 3 or 5 days. 
That is not the fault of either party. 

This extended interpretation of "cash sale," its manipu- 
lation by using distant banks, coupled with other particu- 
lar circumstances surrounding the American beef pnckei'H 


” Respondent complains that it was deprived of the right to crosa-oxumlrio wUh 
respect to this report. But there is no right or need to cross-examine wRh roHfiecl (o 

n oolT nkfA adjudicatory facta. In re Speig/it. 83 Agrlc- 

uec. 318 (m4). It 18 settled that opportunity for cross-examination is ro<iulml 

8 7 nT Davis, Administrative law 

ni n/ Administrative Law Treatise §§ 16.02, .03. 

,06, .06, .10, .12, .14 (1968 and 1970 Supp.). The Packers and Stockyards AdmlnlaUtt- 
tion report 18 relevant here only to show what the Packers and Stoddards Adminie- 
tration told Ckingress— not to show that the report accurately presented the facta. In 
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remarks by Senator aprk. In addition, the exact language quoted as paragraph 111 
from the Summa^ pftlie Report |a set forth in Representative Bedell’s sumnuiry of 
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bankruptcy, caused nearly 1,000 farmers to hold worthless 
checks amounting to over $20 million last year. 

Representative Harkin also referred to American Beef Packers’ 
distant bank accounts in stressing the need for prompt payment 
and the other amendatory legislation under discussion. He stated 
(122 Gong. Rec. 12,884 (May 6, 1976) (emphasis added)): 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 8410 as reported 
from the Committee on Agriculture. I feel that this bill is 
a needed update in the Packers and Stockyards Act which 
reflects the shifts in marketing techniques over the past 
several decades. 

This need was brought to national attention in January 
1976, by the bankruptcy of American Beef Packers, Inc., 
which left nearly 1,000 livestock producers holding close to 
$21 million in bad checks with only a hope of an equitable 
final settlement. . . . 

The Packers and Stockyards Act was passed to insure 
the packer and producer conduct business in a fair and 
honest manner. The transgressions of American Beef 
Packers, Inc., have indicated that the packers can bend the 
law to serve their own interest at the expense and without 
the knowledge of the producer. 

i^br example, American Beef maintained bank accounts 
in Seattle, Wash., and Salem, N.C., to increase the float 
time for clearing checks. Obviously this float worked to en- 
hance the credit position of ABP and resulted in the mag- 
nitude of the loss to producers. 

Many critics of the bill have also pointed out that the 
prompt payment provision is unreasonable. However, ac- 
cording to my information, similar language has func- 
tioned quite well in Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas. Such a 
provision is definitely needed. 

Representative Poage, Chairman of the Subcommittee on Live- 
stock and Grains, and a proponent of H.R. 8410, in explaining the 
prompt payment provisions of the bill at the outset of the House 
debate, referred to the practice of packers writing drafts on distant 
banks. He stated (122 Cong. Rec. 12,862 (May 6, 1976)): 
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Next, there is a provision in the bill, and I suppose it is 
the most controversial in the bill, about prompt payment. 
There have been great delays in the payment. Some of the 
packing companies have been paying by issuing drafts on q 
bank. If they are doing business down in Texas and Okla- 
homa, they give a draft on a bank in Walla Walla, Wash. I 
suppose, if they are doing business out there, they give n 
draft on a bank in Tallahassee, Fla. But, they have given 
drafts on distant points so that it took quite some time to 
get the payment through. 

Similarly, Representative Hightower, a supporter of H.R. 8410 
(122 Cong, Rec. 12,868 (May 6, 1976)), referred to the practice of 
packers writing checks on remote banks. He stated (122 Cong Rec 
12,873 (May 6, 1976)): 


There was considerable abuse of the mail privilege 
under previous practice of purchasers using the mail by 
the use of a bank account perhaps 1,000 miles away from 
the point of purchase of livestock in order to pay, and they 
enjoyed the benefit of a considerable float time. 


Although legislative history involving discussions at congression- 
al hearings is not nearly as weighty, in construing a statute, as leg- 
islative reports and floor debates,®^ the congressional hearings and 
business meetings relating to the amendatory legislation were 
filled with references to checks and drafts drawn on remote banks, 
and the need to enact prompt payment provisions to remedy that 
abuse. 


At the July 23, 1976, session of the House Subcommittee on Live- 
stock and Grains hearings, Mr. B. H. Jones, then Executive Vice- 
President of the National Livestock Feeders Association (NLPA), 
who is presently the Administrator of the Packers and Stockyards 
Administration who signed the complaint in this case, testified and 
submitted a prepared statement on behalf of the NLFA setting 
forth its views concerning the several bills under consideration, 
NLFA indicated a clear preference for H.R. 8410, which was intro- 
duced at the request of the NLFA, and was ultimately enacted, 
with amendments. 


Mr. Jones, on behalf of the NLPA, testified as to the original 
two-sentence version of the prompt payment provision (which is 

1983). cert denied, 104 S. 
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now subsection (c), with the trivial amendment discussed above) as 
follows {House Heatings, supra note 17, at 73, 76, 78, 80): 

Of the bills introduced, we prefer the structure and lan- 
guage of H.R. 8410, which was introduced at the request of 
the NLFA. . . . 

*♦♦*••* 

[L]et us look at H.R. 8140, section by section, along with 
the provisions of the other bills, to show how the afore- 
mentioned objectives of giving livestock producers and 
feeders an equitable priority position and substantially re- 
ducing their risk in dealing with packers will be accom- 
plished by the amendments to the P & S Act contained 
therein: 

**•♦•** 

Section 8 [which is now subsection (c), with the trivial 
amendment discussed above]— Extending Float Time 

Intentionally extending the normal period of payment 
for livestock by delaying the collection of funds — such as 
drawing checks for livestock on distant banks — constitutes 
a flagrant violation and is a common practice among pack- 
ers. Such a practice seriously jeopardizes the position of 
the livestock seller, as was vividly demonstrated in the 
case of American Beef. 

American Beef intentionally extended its float time by 
drawing checks on a Spokane, Washington bank in pay- 
ment for cattle purchased and slaughtered in the Midwest; 
by drawing checks for cattle slaughtered at its Colorado 
plant on a bank in Greenville, North Carolina; and by 
other collection techniques tailored specifically for such 
purpose. 

Many of the checks returned to cattle and hog sellers 
would have been paid prior to the bankruptcy filing had 
the checks been drawn on banks in the proximity of the 
transaction locations. In fact, it was a matter of weeks 
before some producers and feeders found out their checks 
had not cle&red. 
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chain which allow, and in fact encourage, situations such 
as this to occur. 

For example: Once a feeder sells his slaughter cattle to 
packer, several things happen: First, the trucks pull in, 
load the cattle, take them to the slaughterhouse, and three 
or four days or a week later, a check or draft is mailed. 
Assuming good mail service, the check may be received by 
the seller in three to four more days, and deposited in the 
seller’s bank. Then the check (or draft) must go through 
the normal clearance process before collected funds are 
credited to the account of the seller. Since the check is 
transported by mail, it has become common practice for 
the packer to draw the checks on a bank branch in some 
remote location like Gila Bend, Arizona. Check clearance 
will take an average of seven days after the check is depos- 
ited. 

This delay in payment to the seller of cattle directly 
causes a major inequity, and because of related inadequa- 
cies of commercial law, sets up a very dangerous situation. 

As a result of this delay in collection of funds, if you 
assume that each seller of cattle receives collected funds 
after the sale, the cattle industry is losing some $9-10 
thousand per day in interest. It is grossly unfair to have 
the seller of a raw commodity finance the next level of the 
marketing chain to that extent. 

In addition, Glenn Deen, President of the Texas Cattle Feeders, 
testified iffouse Hearings, supra note 17, at 17); 

2. All checks should be drawn on banks so located as not 
to artificially delay collection of funds, This too will reduce 
the float and give a quicker warning of nonpayment. 

Similarly, hearings were held in July 1976 before the Subcom- 
mittee on Agricultural Production, Marketing, and Stabilization of 
Prices of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry on the 
problems uncovered as a result of the bankruptcy of American Beef 
Packers, Inc., and on proposed legislation to correct those problems. 
Numerous witnesses testified to the need for and desirability of 
stringent statutory requirements providing both for prompt pay- 
ment by cash, check or wire transfer and a prohibition on the use 
by packers of banking practices calculated to delay the collection of 
funds (Senate HeiiringSi supra note 23), viz., Senator Clark at 1; 
Representative Thohe at 26; Representative Bedell at 29; Herb 
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Albers, Jr., President, Nebraslta Livestock Feeders AssociJO-tion nt 
86-87; John K. Blythe, Kansas Farm Bureau at 101; JehoIc hlidel, 
Montana Stockgrowers Association at 112; Henry Kibler, A.i'izoiia 
Cattle Feeders Association at 122-23; B. H. Jones, Nationtil live- 
stock Feeders Association at 156. See, also, Robert Lounsl><^x*J^’y> 
retary of Agi’icultui*e, Iowa Department of Agriculture aL 41.; John 
Greig, President, Iowa Cattlemen’s Association at 85; lionald 
Lorenz, Nebraska Farm Bureau at 120; Dale Gullickson, IVlfAT’kotiiig 
Director, South Dakota Department of Agriculture at 144; £X*3d Wil- 
liam H. Webster, American National Cattlemen's Associ^^-tion at 
162-53. 

From the foregoing legislative history, it is clear that x’espoiul- 
ent's argument, i.e., that subsection (c) does not prohibit (delaying 
tactics such as writing checks on remote banka, ignore.s tlo-O ini\iii 
thrust of the legislative concern (as revealed in the House Hoport, 
the Senate and House floor debates and hearings, £uid tFie Hoiiwb 
Business Meetings) that prompted enactment of the 197 G prompt 
payment legislation. 

Additional legalative lustory not relating specifically to delay 
caused by checks written on remote banlis also deinonsti*a.tea that 
subsection (c) of the prompt payment legislation was erittctod to 
impose additional requirements on buyers, and was not Cos con- 
tended by respondent) merely intended to state that failuro to 
comply with subsections (a) and (b) is unlawful. 

For example, during the discussion of Representative nigli- 
tower's amendment, wliich is the amendment that poi'niits the 
mailing of a check if the seller is not present, Representative High- 
tower stated that postdating a checlc would violate subsection (c) of 
the prompt payment provision. He stated (122 Cong. Reo- 12,874 
(May 6, 1976)): 

Mr. Myers of Indiana. . . . 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman from Texas, tho 
author of this amendment, Mr. Hightower, a question. 
Since this amendment does amend section 409, if postdat- 
ing a check would not be a violation of the intent of sec- 
tion 409(c). 

Mr. Hightower. Yes, paragi'aph (c) of that section saya 
that any delay or attempt to delay by a market agfoncy 
would be an unfair practice. 

Mr. Myers of Indiana. Under this amendment, then, it 
is true that the postdating of a check would be in violation 



BEEF NEBRASKA, INC. 
Volume 44 Number 7 


2827 


of the provisions of paragraph (c) of section 409, is that a 
fact? 

Mr. Hightower. It is. 

Mr, Myers of Indiana. And, therefore, would be an ille- 
gal act? 

Mr. Hightower. That ia correct. 

Similarly, Senator Helms explained that if “the purchaser sends 
an insufficient funds check, he would be in violation of the prompt 
payment requirement, since the purpose or result of such action 
would be to extend the normal payment period” (122 Cong. Rec. 
18,833 (June 17, 1976)). The language Senator Helms was referring 
to is the language of subsection (c) (clause 2 discussed above). In ad- 
dition, Representative Hagedorn explained that the prompt pay- 
ment section would “protect against instances where packers or 
market agencies have attempted to stall the collection of funds 
through a variety of delaying practices” (122 Cong. Rec. 12,870 
(May G, 1976)). 

From the foregoing, it is clear that subsection (c) was intended to 
prohibit a variety of delaying tactics, such as postdating a check or 
writing an insufficient funds check. Under respondent’s interpreta- 
tion of subsection (c), neither of those practices would be prohibit- 
ed, nor would any other delaying tactic be prohibited as long as the 
purchaser dropped a check in the mail within the time limit speci- 
fied in subsections (a) and (b). Respondent’s construction does vio- 
lence not only to the plain language of subsection (c), but also to its 
legislative history. 

Respondent argues that the primary purpose of the prompt pay- 
ment legislation was to eliminate delay caused by the use of drafts. 
That certainly was one major purpose of the amendatory legisla- 
tion. But, as shown above, there is an enormous amount of legisla- 
tive history showing that Congress also intended to eliminate delay 
caused by packers writing checks on remote banks. 

Respondent relies on Senator Helms’ fear that the prompt pay- 
ment legislation “may smack a bit of legislative overkill.” Senator 
Helms stated (122 Cong. Rec. 18,832 (June 17, 1976)): 

While I strongly support the bill, I am concerned that 
the prompt payment provision, section 7, may smack a bit 
of legislative overkill. I do not question the necessity for a 
prompt payment provision. However, I do believe that 
such a provision should be commercially feasible and effec- 
tive. If a rietluireiheiit placeB such a heavy burden on the 
packing industry as to conflict with normal and realistic 
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This situation must be corrected. The risk livestock sell- 
ers now face in dealing with packers must be substantially 
reduced. No single provision of law can attain these objec- 
tives. However, the combination of provisions contained in 
H.R. 8410 is our best assurance that the past losses suf- 
fered by producers because of packer bankruptcies will not 
continue in the future. 

Respondent also relies on the following brief explanation of sub- 
section (c) of the prompt payment provision in the House Report 
(H.R. Rep. No. 1043, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. 7 (Apr. 14, 1976) (emphasis 
added by respondent)): 

Any delay or attempt to delay by a market agency, 
dealer, or packer purchasing livestock, the collection of 
funds as provided pursuant to subsection (a) or (b) or other- 
wise for the purpose of or resulting in extending the 
normal period of payment for such livestock shall be con- 
sidered an “unfair practice” in violation of the Act. 

Respondent argues (Respondent’s Proposed Findings of Pact, etc., 
filed March 16, 1984, at 33): 

The underlined language shows beyond doubt that the 
phrase “as herein provided” refers to the actual physical 
delivery of a check as required in subsection (a) or such 
provisions for delivery as are agreed upon pursuant to sub- 
section (b). 

Of course, as explained above, the phrase “as herein provided” in 
subsection (c) refers to the payment methods referred to in subsec- 
tions (a) and (b). The phrase “as herein provided” was first substi- 
tuted for "through the mails” when the bill under discussion was 
amended to prohibit payment through the mails. But there is noth- 
ing in that change to suggest that Congress intended thereby to 
limit the meaning of “delay” in “the collection of funds,” or 
"delay” “for the purpose of or resulting in extending the normal 
period of payment.” In fact, on the next page of the same House 
Report relied on by respondent, it is stated that the “principal com- 
plaints from the producer and feeder representatives were the lack 
of protection from packer failures and from various devices (such 
as use of drafts or checks drawn on distant banks) utilized by pack- 
ers to delay payment for livestock purchased" {id, at 8). As shown 
above, the legislative history shows that Congress intended in sub- 
section (c) to address the producers’ complaints about checks drawn 

#\n vliefonf V\nv«L-a' 
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checks violates subsection (c). It causes a l-day delay in most of re- 
spondent’s livestock checks (Finding 23). Accordingly, respondent’s 
use of Controlled Disbursement Account checks is unlawful. 

Respondent argues that Controlled Disbursement Account checks 
are a lawful business practice used throughout the nation. Even if 
tliat were true, it would be irrelevant. Livestock purchasers subject 
to the Packers and Stockyards Act are subject to restrictions not 
applicable to other check writers. Congress decided that in view of 
the special circumstances relating to the livestock industry, live- 
stock producers and sellers need the unique protection provided by 
the 1976 prompt payment provisions. 

Although it is irrelevant whether Controlled Disbursement Ac- 
count checks violate Federal Reserve Board policy or Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation policy, CJontrolled Disbursement Ac- 
count checks present problems under the policies of both agencies 
(Findings 26-28). 

As stated by the Regional Counsel of the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation, "controlled disbursement accounts might be used 
to increase the amount of ‘float’ time of checks for bank customers. 
If this were the case, the FDIC might find that an unsafe and un- 
sound banking practice existed” (Finding 26). 

In addition, on January 11, 1979, the Federal Reserve Board 
issued a press release discouraging the use of remote disbursement 
checking accounts. The Vice-President of the Federal Reserve Bank 
of Kansas City did not know whether Omaha National Bank's Con- 
trolled Disbursement Account program violates that policy state- 
ment, and, therefore, the validity of Omaha National Bank's Con- 
trolled Disbursement Account program is at least questionable, 
under the Board's January 11, 1979, policy statement. (Finding 27). 

Furthermore, Omaha National Bank’s Controlled Disbursement 
Account program seems clearly contrary to the Federal Reserve 
Board’s February 23, 1984, policy statement, which disapproves of 
delayed disbursement practices that increase "the collection time 
for checks by at least a day” (Finding 28). Omaha National Bank's 
Controlled Disbursement Account checks increase the collection 
time for respondent’s checks by a fhll day in most instances (Find- 
ing 23), Hence Omaha National Bank's Controlled Disbursement 
Account program seems to be a delayed disbursement practice con- 
demned by the Board's February 28, 1984, policy statement. But, as 
stated abovb, it is totally Irrelevant in this case whether or not 
Omaha Natibnal Bdnk’s Controlled Disbursement Account program 
violates the Federal Resoi^ve Board policy. It is enough that re- 
spondent’s use of the bank's Controlled Disbursement Account pro- 
gram violates the PsbkSrs And Stoddards Act. 
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against “[a]ny delay” in subsection (c).^® Irrespective of when a 
check is mailed, it is an unfair practice to write a check on a 
remote bank that delays the check collection process. 

Respondent argues that even if a delay in the check collection 
process occurred because of its use of Omaha National Bank’s Con- 
trolled Disbursement Account program, the delay is not necessarily 
harmful to livestock sellers since some banks give immediate credit 
as good as cash to a livestock seller on the day that he deposits his 
check in the bank. (The record shows that not all banks follow that 
practice (Finding 24)). Respondent also argues that because of its 
financial strength, an additional day of float could not impair its 
ability to ultimately pay all livestock sellers. However, both of 
those arguments should be addressed to the congressional forum 
rather than to this forum. 

The legislative history shows that Congress was told that a delay 
in the check collection process is damaging to livestock sellers since 
(i) it increases the risk of loss to livestock sellers in the event of a 
packer's bankruptcy, and (ii) it denies livestock sellers of interest 
on their money for the period of the delay. If respondent can show 


In addition, a packer has no absolute “right” under the Act to mail or deliver 
a check on the day after purchase. The legislative history of the prompt payment 
legislation shows that Congress intended for the seller, rather than the buyer, to 
have the option as to how payment should be mode. When Representative High- 
tower intrc^uced his amendment permitting payment by mail, he explained (122 
Cong. Rec. 12,878 (May 6, 1976)): 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, we think it is important to emphasize that the 
seller, the producer, if he is there and wants cash payment, is entitled to cash 
payment. 

Senator Huddleston, in opposing an amendment offered by Senator Helms (subse- 
quently defeated) that would have given packers the absolute right to mail a check 
(122 Cong, Rec, 18,882 (June 17, 1976)), stated (122 Cong. Rec. 18,883 (1976)): 

However, I must oppose the amendment that is being offered by the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina, basically on two points. 

First, it takes from the seller the option for making the decision as to how 
payment is made and transfers it to the buyer. 

Second, the amendment offered by the Senator from North Carolina loosens 
up the process in favor of the purchaser. 

Senator Clark similarly opposed Senator Helms' amendment "because it would 
take the option of how payment should be made away from the seller and give it to 
the packer” (122 Cong. Rec. 18,884 (June 17, 1976)). Other Representatives and Sena- 
tors similarly recognized that payment options under the prompt pay legislation 
rest with the seller (122 Cong. Rec. 12,829, 12,878-75, 18,832, 18,834, 18,836 (1976)). 
The record here shows that many of respondent's checks are "picked up either by 
the feeder, the seller, or by the driver” 823-24; see Finding 4), which indicates 
that many of the sellers have. chosen tpbave the check issued on the day of respond- 
ent’s purchase,- 
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that those legislative facta are not applicable to respondent, i 
should seek a congressional exemption from the prompt paymen 
Wisely or unwisely (wisely, I believe), Congress prohibil 
ed [ajny delay” in '‘the collection of funds” (7 U.S.C. § 228b(o): 
and the legislative^ history shows that Congress intended by tha 
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proceeding as to whether a 1-ay delay in the check collection proc 
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tion, but the issue should be raised in Congress — not here.) 
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nesses to bo called by complainant and a summary of their expect- 
ed testimony. 

For the foregoiiiR reasons, the following order should be isimed. 
(Respondent's Motion to Dismiss, in which respondent contends it 
was denied a fair hearing, is dismissed as frivolous.) 

OUDEK 

Respondent Reef Nebraska, Inc., its officors, directors, agents and 
employeea, directly or through any corporate or other device, in 
connection with its operations as a packer, shall cease and desist 
from issuing checks in payment for livestock drawn on remote, dis- 
tant, or country accounts, including any account with State Bank 
of Palmer, Palmer, Nebraska, for tbo purpose of or resulting in ex- 
tending the time necessary to collect such checks, or of causing or 
extending delay in the collection of funds thereon, 

This order shall become effective on the HOth day after service 
hereof on respondent. 


In rc: Earl Kisune d/b/a Mount Auburn Livestock. P&S Docket 
No. (KiOi). Decided Docombor U, 1!)85. 

Dvidor-x Miirktit aK«iK7—Fatlurc l» pay nr to puy when duc-^IuHtimcicnt fiinilR 
chGvkN>-.Sa)ipcnnl<>n— 

Alhn Knhurt. foi' complainant. 

It'M/fly ll. WaUirloo, Iowa, for rcaimndunt. 

Deciahn by William J, Wcl)er, Adminiftimlive Law Jiid^c. 

DKUItllUN 

This proceeding was instituted under the Packers and Stockyards 
Act (7 U.S.C. 181 et aeq,) by a Complaint filed by the Administrator, 
Packers and Stockyards Administration, United States Department 
of Agriculture, alleging that the financial condition of the respond- 
ent does not meet the requiromonts of the Act and that the re- 
spondent wilfully violated the Act. This decision is entered pursu- 
ant to the consent decision provisions of the Rules of Practice f\\> 
plicablo to this proceeding (7 CFR 1.138). 

The respondent admits the Jurisdictional allogations in para- 
graph I of the Complaint and specifically admits that the Secretary 
has jurisdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the rt?- 
maining allegations, waives oral hearing and further procedure, 
and consents and agrees, for the purpose of settling this proceeding 
and for such purpose only, to the entry of this decision. 
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The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Earl Keune, hereinafter referred to as the respondent, is an 
individual doing business as Mount Auburn Livestock. Respond- 
ent’s mailing address is First Street, Box 130, Mt. Auburn, Iowa 
52313. 

2. Respondent is, and at all times material herein was: 

a) Engaged in the business of a dealer buying and selling live- 
stock in commerce; and 

b) Registered with the Secretary of Agriculture as a dealer to 
buy and sell livestock in commerce for his own account, and aa n 
market agency to buy livestock in commerce on a commission 
basis. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facta and tho 
parties having agreed to the entry of this decision, such decision 
will be entered. 


ORDER 

Respondent, his ^ents and employees, directly or through any 
corporate or other device, in connection with his business as a 
dealer or market agency under the Act, shall cease and desist from: 

1. Failing to pay or failing to pay, when due, for livestock; and 

2. Issuing checks in purported payment for livestock without 
having and maintaining sufficient funds on deposit in the bank ac- 
count upon which they are drawn to pay such checks when pre- 
sented. 

Respondent is suspended as a registrant under the Act for a 
period of three (3) months and thereafter until he demonstrates 
that he is no lonpr insolvent. When respondent demonstrates that 
he 18 no longer insolvent, a supplemental order will be issued in 
this preceding terminating the suspension, after the expiration of 
the three (3) month period. 

The provisions of this Order shall become effective on the sixth 
day a^r service of this Order on the respondent. 

Copies of this decision shall be served upon the parties. 
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In re: Louie W. Argoe. P&S Docket No. 6618. Decided December 
10. 1986. 

Dealer— Bonding requirements— Prohibited from operating subject to the Act- 
Civil penalty— Consent. 

Stephen Luparella, for complainant. 

IKiVi/amS. i2o6»i5o?i, Columbia, South Carolina, for respondent. 

Decision by John A, Campbell, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION 

Thia proceeding was instituted under the Packers and Stockyards 
Act (7 U.S.C. § 181 et seq.) by a complaint filed by the Administra- 
tor, Packers and Stockyards Administration, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, alleging that the respondent wilfully violated 
the Act and the regulations issued thereunder (9 CFR §201.1 et 
seq.). This decision is entered pursuant to the consent decision pro- 
visions of the Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 CFR 
§1.138). 

The respondent admits the jurisdictional allegations in para- 
graph I of the complaint and specifically admits that the Secretary 
has jurisdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the re- 
maining allegations, waives oi-al hearing and further procedure, 
and consents and agrees, for the purpose of settling this proceeding 
and for such purpose only, to the entry of this decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. Louie W. Argoe, hereinafter referred to as the respondent, is 
an individual whose business mailing address is Route 2, Orange- 
burg, South Carolina 29116. 

2. The respondent is, and at all times material herein was: 

(a) President of Argoe Livestock, Inc., a corporation organized 
and existing under the laws of the State of South Carolina. Said 
corporation, under the direction, management and control of re- 
spondent Argoe, is registered with the Secretary of Agriculture as 
a dealer to buy and sell livestock in commerce for its own account, 
although such registration has been inactive since 1983. 

(b) Engaged in the busine^ of a dealer buying and selling live- 
stock in commerce for his own account; and 

Cc) Not registered with the Secretary of Agriculture in an indi- 



2838 


PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ACT 
Volume 44 Number 7 


CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and (he 
parties having agreed to the entry of this decision, such decision 
Will be entered. 


ORDER 


Respondent, directly or through any corporate or other device, 
shall cease and desist from engaging in business in any capacity for 
which bonding is required under the Packers and Stockyards Act, 
without filing and maintaining a reasonable bond or its equivalent 
as required by the Act and the regulations. 

Respondent is prohibited from operating subject to the Act until 
such time as he complies fully with the registration and bonding 
requirements under the Act and the regulations. When respondent 
demonstrates that he is in full compliance with such registration 
and bonding requirements, a supplemental order will be issued in 
this proceeding terminating this prohibition. 

In accordance with section 812(b) of the Act (7 U.S.C. § 213Cb)), re* 

® penalty in the amount of Three Hun- 
dred and Fifty Dollars ($360.00). 

effective on the sixth 

day after service of this order on the respondent 

Copies of this decision shall be served upon the parties. 


" ^MAN^P&S^n Naehring, and Lawrence J. 

Amann. P&S Docket No. 6662. Decided December 11. 1986. 

Packer-Insufficient funds checks-Failure to pay when due-CIvil penatty-Con* 

ftter Train, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro ae. 

DeoUion by Victor W Palo^cr. Adnrinistmtive Law Judge. 

decision AS TO DIRECT MARKET MEAT CO.. INC., AND GERALD 
^ N ^ NAEHRING 

*»« OSclHi™? ‘“?S" 

tioii, Uijited States D«nn,4 ’ * > ” Stockyards Adriimistra. 

wiawju me Act Ihis decision is entered pursu- 
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to the consent decision provisions of the Rules of Practice ap- 
plicable to this proceeding (7 CFR § 1.138). 

Respondent Direct Meat Co., Inc. and Gerald Naehring admit the 
Jurisdictional allegations in paragraphs I and II of the Complaint 
^nd Notice of Hearing as they pertain to them and specifically 
udmit that the Secretary has jurisdiction in this matter, neither 
admit nor deny the remaining allegations, waive oral hearing and 
further procedure, and consent and agree, for the purpose of set- 
tling this proceeding and for such purpose only, to the entry of this 
decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Direct Meat Co., Inc., hereinafter referred to as the corporate 
i^eapondent, is a corporation whose business mailing address is 
11664 Gondola Drive, Cincinnati, Ohio 46241. 

8. The corporate respondent at all times material herein was: 

Ca) Engaged in the business of buying livestock in commerce 
for the purposes of slaughter, and of manufacturing or preparing 
naeat and meat food products for sale or shipment in commerce; 
and 

(b) A packer within the meaning of and subject to the provi- 
sions of the Act. 

3. Gerald Naehring and Lawrence J. Amann, hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the individual respondents, are individuals whose busi- 
ness mailing address is 11564 Gondola Drive, Cincinnati, Ohio 
46241. 

4. The individual respondents at all times material herein were: 

(a) President and Vice-President, respectively, of the corporate 
respondent; and 

(b) Jointly responsible for the direction, control and manage- 
ment of the corporate respondent. 

6. The individual respondents at all times material herein were 
packers within the meaning of and subject to the provisions of the 
Act, 

CONCLUSIONS 

Respondents Direct Meat Co., Inc. and Gerald Naehring having 
admitted the jurisdictional facts and the parties having agreed to 
the entry of this decision, such decision will be entered^ 

ORDER 

Respondent Direct Meat Co., Inc., its officers, directors, agents, 
and employees, and respondent Gerald Naehring, individually or as 
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an officer, agent or employee of respondent Direct Meat Co., Inc,, 
directly or through any corporate or other device, in connection 
with their operations subject to the Packers and Stockyards Act, 
shall cease and desist from; 

1. Issuing checks in payment for livestock without having and 
maintaining sufficient funds on deposit and available in the bank 
account upon which they are drawn to pay the checks when pre- 
sented; 

2. Failing to pay, when due, for livestock purchases; and 

3. Failing to pay for livestock purchases. 

In accordance with section 203(b) of the Act (7 U.S.C. § 193(b)), re- 
spondent Gerald Naehring is assessed a civil penalty in the amount 
of $600.00 (Five Hundred Dollars). 

The provisions of this order shall become effective on the first 
day after service of this decision on the respondents. 

Copies of this decision shall be served on the parties. 


In re: James McGuinness. P&S Docket No. 6664. Decided October 
31. 1986. 

Dealer— Market agency— Inaultlcient funds checks— Failure to pay when due— 
Suspension- Default. 

Robert Swarlzendruber, for complainant. 

Respondent, pm se. 

Decision by Dorothea A. Baker, Administrative Law Judge, 

DECISION AND ORDER UPON ADMISSION OF FACTS BY REASON OF 

DEFAULT 

This is a disciplinary proceeding under the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act, 1921, as amended and supplemented (7 U.S.C. § 181 et 
fieq), herein referred to as the Act, instituted by a complaint filed 
>y the Administrator, Packers and Stockyards Administration, 
Jnited States Department of Agriculture, charging that the re- 
pondent wilfully violated the Act and the regulations promulgated 
hereunder (9 CFR § 201.1 et seq.). 

Copies of the complaint and Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.130 et 
eq) governing proceedings under the Act were served on the re- 
pondent by certified mail. Respondent was informed in a letter of 
ervice that an answer should be filed pursuant to the Rules of 
Practice and that failure to answer would constitute an admission 
f all the material allegations contained in the complaint. 
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Respondent has failed to file an answer within the time pre- 
scribed in the Rules of Practice, and the material facts alleged m 
the complaint, which are admitted by respondent s failure to tile 
an answer, are adopted and set forth herein as findings of fact. 

This decision and order, therefore, is issued pursuant to section 
1.139 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.139). 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. Ca) James McGuinnesa, doing business as McGuinness Live- 
stock, hereinafter referred to as the respondent, is an indiv^ual 
whose business mailing address is 363 Emerald Hills Drive, . 

Box 31175, Billings, Montana 69107. 

(b) The respondent is, and at all times material herein was: 

(a) Engaged in the business of a dealer buying and selling 
livestock in commerce for his own account; and 

(b) Registered with the Secretary of Agriculture as a dealer 
to buy and sell livestock in commerce for his own account and as a 
market agency to buy livestock in commerce on a commission 

basis. 

2. (a) Respondent, in connection with his operations as a dealer, 
on or about the dates and in the transactions set forth in para- 
graph II of the complaint, purchased livestock and in Purported 
payment therefor issued checks which were returned unpaid by the 
bank upon which they were drawn because respondent did not 
have and maintain sufficient funds on deposit and available in the 
account upon which the checks were drawn to pay such checks 
when presented. 

(b) Respondent, on or about the dates and in the transactions 
specified above, purchased livestock and failed to pay, when due, 
for such livestock purchases. 

(c) As of April 22. 1985, there remained unpaid by the respond- 
ent a total of $139,613.13 for such livestock purchases. 

CONCLUSIONS 

By reason of the facts found in Finding of Fact 2 herein, respond- 
ent has wilfully violated sections 312(a) and 409 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 
§§ 213(a). 228b). 

ORDER 

Respondent James McGuinness, his agents and employees, direct- 
ly or through any corporate or other device, in connection with his 
acUvities subject . Packers and Stockyards Act, shall cease 

and desist from: t 
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1. Issuing checks in payment for livestock purchased without 
having and maintaining sufficient funds on deposit and available 
in the account upon which such checks are drawn to pay such 
checks when presented; 


2. Failing to pay, when due, for livestock purchases; and 

3, Failing to pay for livestock purchases. 

Respondent is suspended as a registrant under the Act for- a 
period of six (6) months. 

This decision and order shall become final without further pro- 
service hereof unless appealed to the Judi- 
cial Officer withm 30 days after service (7 CFR §§ 1.139, 1.146). 
Copies hereof shall be served on the parties. 

[This decision and order became final December 11, 19S6.~Ed.] 


'SeSr 13^’“ 

Packer-Cease and deaist from giving or offering money or any gift or grntulfv In 

mmtls SlTof nil 

Piter Train, for complainant 

Jamee M. Kefaaver, Washington, D.C.. for respondent. 

Decision by Dorothea A. Baker, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION 
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agrees, for the purpose of settling this proceeding and for such pur- 
pose only, to the entry of this decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. Dubuque Packing Company, hereinafter referred to as re- 
spondent Dubuque, is and at all times material herein was, a cor- 
poration with its principal place of business located at 7171 Mercy 
Hoad, Suite 200, Omaha, NE 68106. 

2. Respondent Dubuque is, and at all times material herein was: 

(a) Engaged in the business of buying livestock in commerce 
for the purposes of slaughter, and of manufacturing or preparing 
meats or meat food products for sale or shipment in commerce; and 

(b) A packer within the meaning of and subject to the provi- 
sions of the Act. 


CONCLUSIONS 

Respondent Dubuque Packing Company having admitted the ju- 
risdictional facts and the parties having agreed to the entry of this 
decision, such decision will be entered. 

ORDER 

Respondent Dubuque Packing Company, its officers, directors, 
agents and employees, successors, and assigns, directly or through 
any corporate or other device, shall cease and desist from: 

1. Directly or indirectly giving or offering to give, or permit- 
ting or causing to be given, money or any gift or gratuity of more 
than nominal value to, or for the benefit of, any officer, director, 
agent, employee or representative of any customer or prospective 
customer as an inducement to influence such persons to purchase 
or promote the purchase of meat, meat food products, poultry or 
poultry products from respondent; 

2. Soliciting or accepting favored treatment for respondent 
from any customer or prospective customer of respondent, through 
the offer or gift of money or any gift or gratuity of more than 
nominal value to, or for the benefit of, any officer, director, agent 
or employee of a customer, or prospective customer, in connection 
with the purchase by said persons of meat, meat food products, 
poultry or poultry products from respondent; and 

8. Making or offering to make brokerage commission or mer- 
chandising service payments in connection with the sale and distri- 
bution of meat, meat food products, poultry or poultry products to 
any person unless such person actually rendered brokerage or mer- 
chandising services. 
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Respondent Dubuque Packing Company shall prepare and iiinin* 
tain records and memoranda sufficient to fully disclose the del;ai]s 
of all brokerage commission or merchandising service payments 
and of all gifts and gratuities of more than nominal value given by 
respondent Dubuque in connection with the sale and distribution of 
meat, meat food products, poultry or poultry products including, t 
but not limited to, the following: 

1. Name and business affiliation of the recipientj 

2. The date the pa 3 mient, gift or gratuity was given; 

3. The name of respondent's employee involved in the transac- 
tion; 

4. A description of the gift or gratuity, including its value; ami 

5. The pui-pose of the payment, gift or gratuity. 

In accordance with section 203Cb) of the Act (7 U,S.C. § 193a>)J, re- 
spondent Dubuque is hereby assessed a civil penalty of Tiiirty 
Thousand Dollars ($30,000.00). 

The provisions of this order shall become effective on the fii'st 
day after service of this decision on respondent Dubuouo Packing 
Company. 

Copies hereof shall be served on the parties. 


i re; Simpson Livestock Company. P&S Docket No. 6648. Decided 
October 30, 1986. 

requlrement8-Cca«e and dcsiat from hmlnm 
for which bonding ]b required under the Act-Civil penalty-DefauU. 

Thomas Heinz, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION AND ORDER UPON ADMISSION OP FACTS BY REASON OF 

default 

vairAcVmf proceeding under the Packers and Stock- 
yaras Act, 1S21, as amended and supplemented (7 U.S.C. § 181 cf 

b?th/ T; by ^ complaint filed 

CirTcreTi". “if* 

Copies of the complaint and Rules of Practice 17 CFR § 1 130 el 
governing proceedings under the Act were^^erved UDon rt 
spondent by the Hearing Uerk by certihed 
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informed in a letter of service that an answer should be filed pur- 
suant to the Rules of Practice and that failure to answer would 
constitute an admission of all the material allegations contained in 
the complaint. 

Respondent has failed to file an answer within the time pre- 
scribed in the Rules of Practice, and the material facts alleged in 
the complaint, which are admitted by respondent’s failure to file 
an answer, are adopted and set forth herein as findings of fact. 

This decision and order, therefore, is issued pursuant to section 
1.139 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.139). 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. (a) Simpson Livestock Company, hereinafter referred to os the 
respondent, is a corportion whose business mailing address is Route 
8, Box £8, McMinnville, Tennessee 37110. 

(b) Respondent is, and at all times material herein was: 

(1) Engaged in the business of a dealer buying and selling 
livestock in commerce for its own account, and a market agency 
buying livestock in commerce on a commission basis; and 

(2) Registered with the Secretary of Agriculture as a dealer 
to buy and sell livestock in commerce for its own account and as a 
market agency to buy livestock in commerce on a commission 
basis. 

2. The Packers a.nd Stockyards Administration notified respond- 
ent on April 16, 1986, that the surety bond it maintained to secure 
the performance of its livestock obligations under the Act was inad- 
equate, and that it was necessary to file a bond or bond equivalent 
in the amount of $16,000.00 before continuing in dealer or market 
agency operations. Respondent was further notified that if it con- 
tinued its livestock operations without adequate bond coverage or 
its equivalent, it would be in violation of section 312(a) of the Act 
and sections 201.29 and 201.30 of the regulations. Notwithstanding 
such notice, respondent has continued to engage in the business of 
a dealer buying and selling livestock in commerce for its own ac- 
count, and a market agency buying livestock in commerce on a 
commission basis, without maintaining adequate bond coverage or 
its equivalent, as required by the Act and the regulations. 

CONCLUSIONS 

By reason of the facts found in Finding of Fact 2 herein, respond- 
ent has wilfully violated section 312(a) of the Act (7 U.S.C. § 213(a)), 
and sections 201.29 and 201.30 of the regulations (9 CFR §§ 201.29, 
201,30). 
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ORDER 

Respondent Simpson Livestock Company, its officers, directors, 
agents and employees, successors and assigns, directly or through 
any corporate or other device, shall cease and desist from engaging 
in business in any capacity for which bonding is required under the 
Packers and Stockyards Act, as amended and supplemented, and 
the regulations, without filing and maintaining a reasonable bond 
or its equivalent, as required by the Act and the regulations. 

Inasmuch as respondent has demonstrated that it is in full com- 
pliance with the bonding requirements under the Act and the regu- 
lations, no suspension of registration is warranted. 

In accordance with section 312(b) of the Act (7 U.S.C. § 213Cb3), re- 
spondent is assessed a civil penalty in the amount of Five Hundred 
Dollars ($600.00). 

The provisions of this order shall become effective on the sixth 
day after this decision becomes final. Copies hereof shall be served 
upon the parties. 

Pursuant to the Rules of Practice, this decision becomes final 
without fiirther proceedings 36 days after service unless appealed 
within 30 days after service as provided in sections 1.142 and 1.146 
of the Rules of Practice (7 CPR § 1.180 et seq.). 

[This decision and order became final December 13, 1986,— Ed,] 


-rt re: Allen H, Rifpee. P&S Docket No. 6477. Decided December 
16, 1985. 

Dealer— Market agency— Failure to properly weigh livestock— Paying on the l>nnU 
of false or Incorrect welghts-Follure to maintain and operate scales to insure ac- 
curacy— Bonding requirements— Suspension— Consent. 

Siephen Luparello, for complainant. 

Arthur G. Cankiotle, Woodstock, Virginia, for respondent, 

Decision by John A. Campbell, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Packers and Stockyards 
Act (7 U.S.C. § 181 et seq.) by a complaint filed by the Administra- 
tor, Packers and Stockyards Administration, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, alleging that the respondent wilfully violated 
the Act and the regulations issued thereunder (9 GFR §201,1 el 
seq.). This decision is entered pursuant to the consent decision pro- 
visions of the Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 CPR 
§ 1.138). 
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The respondent admits the jurisdictional allegations in para- 
graph I of the complaint and specifically admits that the Secretary 
has jurisdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the re- 
maining allegations, waives oral hearing and further procedure, 
and consents and agrees, for the purpose of settling this proceeding 
and for such purpose only, to the entry of this decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. Allen H. Riffee, hereinafter referred to as the respondent, is 
an individual whose business mailing address is Route 2, Box 470, 
Edinburg, Virginia 22824. 

2. The respondent is, and at all times material herein was: 

(a) Engaged in the business of a dealer buying and selling live- 
stock in commerce for his own account; and 

Cb) Engaged in the business of a market agency buying live- 
stock in commerce on a commission basis. 

3. Respondent is registered with the Secretary of Agriculture as 
a dealer to purchase livestock for slaughter only. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and the 
parties having agreed to the entry of this decision, such decision 
will be entered. 

ORDER 

Respondent Allen H. Riffee, his agents or employees, directly or 
indirectly through any corporate or other device, in connection 
with his operations subject to the Packers and Stockyards Act, 
shall cease and desist from: 

1. Weighing livestock at other than their true and correct 
weights; 

2. Issuing scale tickets, purchase invoices or other accounts of 
sale on the basis of false or incorrect weights; 

3. Paying the sellers or consignors of livestock on the basis of 
false or incorrect weights; 

4. Failing to maintain and operate livestock scales owned or 
controlled by the respondent is such a manner as to insure accu- 
rate weights and otherwise in strict conformity with the require- 
ments of section 201.73-1 of the regulations; and 

6. Engaging in business in any capacity for which bonding is 
required under the Act and the I'egulations without having and 
maintaining a reasonable bond or its equivalent, as required by the 
Act and the regulations. 
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Respondent is suspended as a registrant under the Act for f 
period of four (4) months and thereafter until such time as ho is ii: 
full compliance with the bonding requirements under the Act ami 
the regulations. When respondent demonstrates that he is in full 
compliance with such bonding requirements, a supplemental order 
will be issued in this proceeding terminating the suspension after 
the expiration of the four (4) month period. 

The provisions of this order shall become effective on the sixth 
day after service of this order on the respondent. 

Copies of this decision shall be served upon the parties. 


In re: SEMO Livestock Exchange, Inc., and Charles W. Poeppkl- 
MEYER, Jr. P&S Docket No. 6617. Decided December IS), 1S)H5, 

Market agency— Dealer— Bonding requirements— SuBpension—ConBenf. 

Stephen Luparello, for complainant. 

Donald Rhodes, Bloomfield, Missouri, for respondent. 

Decision by Dorothea A. Baker, Administrative Law Judge, 

DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Packers and Stocltyards 
Act ^ U.S.C. § 181 et seq) by a complaint filed by the Administrn* 
tor. Packers and Stockyards Administration, United States Deparb 
ment of Agriculture, alleging that the respondents wilfully violated 
the Act and the regulations issued thereunder (9 CFR §201.1 ef 
se?.). This decision is entered pursuant to the consent decision pro- 
visions of the Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 CPR 

^ l*XuO/( 

The respondents admit the jurisdictional allegations in para- 
p*aph I of the complaint and specifically admit that the Secretory 
has jurisdiction in this matter, neither admit nor deny the remain- 
ing allegations, waive oral hearing and further procedure, and con- 
sent and agree, for the purpose of settling this proceeding and for 
such purpose only, to the entry of this decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. SEMO Livestock Exchange, Inc., hereinafter referred to as cor- 
porate respondent, is a corporation whose principal place of busi- 
ness is located in Charleston, Missouri. Corporate respondent's 
business mailing address is Route 2, Bloomfield, Missouri 6382B. 

. Corporate respondent is, and at all times material herein was: 
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(a) Engaged in the business of buying livestock on a commis- 
sion basis in commerce; and 

(b) Registered with the Secretary of Agriculture as a market 
Agency to buy livestock on a commission basis in .commerce, and as 
^ dealer to buy and sell livestock in commerce for its own, account. 

3. William W. Poeppelmeyer, Jr., hereinafter referred to as the 
individual respondent, is an individual whose mailing address is 
floute 2, Bloomfield, Missouri 63826. 

4, Individual respondent, at all times material herein, was: 

(a) President of the corporate respondent; and 

(b) Responsible for the direction, management and control of 
all business activities of the corporate respondent. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondents having admitted the jurisdictional facts and the 
Parties haveing agreed to the entry of this decision, such decision 
will be entered. 


ORDER 

SEMO Livestock Exchange, Inc., its officers, directors, agents, 
successors and assigns, and Charles W. Poeppelmeyer, Jr., directly 
or through any corporate or other device, in connection with their 
business subject to the Act, shall cease and desist from engaging in 
business in any capacity for which bonding is required under the 
Act and the regulations without filling and maintaining a reasona- 
ble bond or its equivalent, as required by the Act and the regula- 
tions. 

The respondents are suspended as registrants under the Act for a 
period of sixty (60) days and thereafter until such time as they 
comply fully with the bonding requirements under the Act and the 
regulations. When respondents demonstrate that they are in full 
compliance with such bonding requirements, a supplemental order 
will be issued in this proceeding terminating this suspension after 
the expiration of the sixty (60) day period. 

The provisions of this order shall become effective on the sixth 
day after service of this order on the respondents. 

Copies of this decision shall be served upon the parties. 
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In re: Haring Meats and Delicatessen, Inc., and J. Frank 
Haring. P&S Docket No. 6583. Decided December 19, 1986. 

Packer-Pallurc to pay when due-PniUire to pay full purchase price-ClvIl pcnnl. 
ty— Consent. 

Dennis Becker, for complainant. 

Richard R, Fowler, Mansfield, Ohio, for respondent. 

Decision by Dorothea A. Baker, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Packers and Stockyards 
Act (7 U.S.C. § 181 et seq.) by a Complaint and Notice of Hearing 
filed by the Administrator, Packers and Stockyards Administra- 
tion, United States Department of Agriculture, alleging that the re- 
spondents violated the Act. This decision is entered pursuant to the 
consent decision provisions of the Rules of Practice applicable to 
this proceeding (7 CPR § 1.188). 

The respondents admit the jurisdictional allegations In para- 
gragh I of the Complaint and Notice of Hearing and specifically 
admit that the Secretary has jurisdiction in this matter, neither 
admit nor deny the remaining allegations, waive oral hearing and 
turther procedure, and consent and agree, for the purpose of set* 

tling this proceeding and for such purpose only, to the entry of this 
decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Haring Meats and Delicatessen, Inc., hereinafter referred to as 
he corporate respondent, is an Ohio corporation whose business 
mailing address is 1096 National Parkway, Mansfield, Ohio 44906. 
d. Corporate respondent is, and at all times material herein was: 
(al Engaged in the business of buying meats and meat food 
products in commerce for purposes of manufacturing or preparing 
meate or meat food pr<^ucts for sale or shipment in commerce; and 

• p , packer within the meaning of and subject to the provi- 
sions of the Act. 

3. J. Frank Haring, hereinafter referred to as the individual re- 
spondent, is an individual whose mailing address is 2089 Alta West 
Road, Mansfield, Ohio 44903. 

4. The individual respondent is, and at all times material herein 
was: 

President and a director of the corporate respondent; 

W Owner, in combination with his wife, of 100% of the out- 
standing stock of the corporate respondent; and 
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(c) Responsible for the direction, management and control of 
the corporate respondent. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondents having admitted the jurisdictional facts and the 
parties having agreed to the entry of this decision, such decision 
will be entered. 

ORDER 

Respondent Haring Meats and Delicatessen, Inc., its successors, 
officers, directors, agents and employees, directly or through any 
corporate or other device, and respondent J. Frank Haring, his 
agents or employees, directly or through any corporate or other 
device, shall cease and desist from: 

1. Failing to pay, when due, the full purchase price for meat 
and meat food products; and 

2. Failing to pay the full purchase price for meat and meat 
food products. 

In accordance with section 203(b) of the Act (7 U.S.C. § 198Cb)), re- 
spondent J. Frank Haring is assessed a civil penalty of Two Thou- 
sand Five Hundred Dollars ($2,600.00). 

The provisions of this order shall become effective on the first 
day after service of this order on the respondents. 

Copies of this decision shall be served upon the parties. 


In re: Lee Breitsprecher. P&S Docket No. 6621. Decided December 
19, 1986. 

Dealer— Failure to pay when due— Insufficient full funds chccks—SuspensIon— 
Consent. 

Barbara Harris, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by John A. Campbell, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Packers and Stockyards 
Act (7 U.S.C. § 181 et seq) by a complaint filed by the Administra- 
tor, Packers and Stockyards Administration, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, alleging that the respondent wilfully violated 
the Act. This decision is entered pursuant to the consent decision 
provisions of the Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 
CFR§ 1.138). 
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In re: Van Der Geest & Sons, Inc. P&S Docket No. 6484. Decided 
December 26, 1986. 

Dealer— Drugs administered to livestock— Civil penalty— Consent. 

Jory Hochberg, for complainant. 

Keith Kostecker, Wausau, Wisconsin, for respondent, 

Decision by Victor W. Palmer, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Packers and Stockyards 
Act (7 U.S.C. § 181 et seq.) by a Complaint filed by the Administra- 
tor, Packers and Stockyards Administration, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, alleging that the respondent wilfully violated 
the Act and the regulations issued thereunder (9 CFR § 201.1 et 
seqj. This decision is entered pursuant to the consent decision pro- 
visions of the Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 CFR 
§ 1.138). 

The respondent admits the jurisdictional allegations in para- 
graph I of the Complaint and specifically admits that the Secretary 
has jurisdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the re- 
maining allegations, waives oral hearing and further procedure, 
and consents and agrees, for the purpose of settling this proceeding 
and for such purpose only, to the entry of this decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OF PACT 

1. (a) Van Der Geest & Sons, Inc., hereinafter referred to as re- 
spondent Van Der Geest, is a corporation with its principal place of 
business located in Merrill, Wisconsin. Its business mailing address 
is N2224 Bus. 61 North, Merrill, Wisconsin 64462. 

(b) Respondent Van Der Geest is, and at all times material 
herein was; 

(1) Engaged in the business of buying and selling livestock in 
commerce for its own account; 

(2) Registered with the Secretary of Agriculture as a dealer 
to buy and sell livestock in commerce and as a market agency to 
buy livestock in commerce. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Respondent Van Der Geest having admitted the jurisdictional 
facts and the paries having agreed to the entry of this decision, 
such decisipn will be entered. 
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ORDER 

Respondent Van Der Geest, its officers, directors, agents, and em- 
ployees, directly or through any corporate or other device, shall 
cease and desist from: 

1. Preparing and issuing certifications or any other documents 
which stete that drugs have not been administered to livestock, or 
that If drugs have been administered to livestock that the with- 
drawal period specified on the drug label has been followed, when 
such certifications or statements are incorrect; and 

f' in any manner to purchasers of livestock, to 

5®“*' P“‘'‘=haser8, or to any other persons in- 
no hi ^ “frketmg or slaughter of livestock, that drugs have 

TinisZd r'r T , been ad- 

ZTlnhef h bvestock the withdrawal periods specified on tlie 

correct ^ '^^en such representations are in- 
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responsibillLs inelS in 

aallinVoV^n^^^irg^rS”® 

Pf ‘be act (7 U.S.C. 218Cb», re- 
of Four Thousand Mlars ($470% “ 

ORDER 

Copies of this decision shall be served upon the parties. 
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tion, United States Department of Agriculture, alleging that the re- 
spondent willfully violated the Act. This decision is entered pursu- 
ant to the consent decision provisions of the Rules of Practice ap- 
plicable to this proceeding (7 CFR § 1.138). 

This respondent admits the jurisdictional allegations in para- 
gi'aph I of the Complaint and specifically admits that the Secretary 
has jurisdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the re- 
maining allegations, waives oral hearing and further procedure, 
and consents and agrees, for the purpose of settling this proceeding 
and for such purpose only, to the entry of this decision. 

The complainant agrees to the entry of this decision. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Lloyd N, Dagley, hereinafter “the respondent,” is an individ- 
ual doing business as Lloyd’s Meat Distributing with a business 
mailing address at 7900 West Lawn, Westchester, California 90046. 

2. The respondent at all times material herein was: 

(a) Engaged in the business of buying and selling livestock in 
commerce for his own account; and 

(b) A dealer within the meaning of and subject to the Act. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and the 
parties having agreed to the entry of this decision, such decision 
will be entered. 


ORDER 

Respondent, individually or through any corporate or other 
device, in connection with any business or operation subject to the 
Act, shall cease and desist from: 

1. Failing to pay, when due, the full purchase price of live- 
stock; 

2. Failing to pay the full purchase price of livestock; and 

3. Issuing checks in payment for livestock without having suffi- 
cient funds on deposit and available to pay such checks when pre- 
sented. 

Respondent is prohibited from engaging in business as a market 
agency or dealer subject to the Act for a period of five years, pro- 
vided, however, that a supplemental Order will be issued terminat- 
ing this prohibition at any time after the expiration, of 30 days 
upon demonstration by respondent that all unpaid livestock sellers 
have been paid in full, and provided further that this prohibition 
may be modified upon application to the Packers and Stockyards 
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Administration to permit respondent's salaried employment bv n 

sTrdL prolubition, 
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Copies of this decision shall be served upon the parties. 


in re: Buford "Pete” Watson, Jr. 
December 27, 1986. 


P&b Docket No. 6672, Decided 


^ 

Peter Train, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 
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(b) A dealer within the meaning of and subject to the provi- 
sions of the Act; and 

Cc) Not registered with the Secretary of Agriculture. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and the 
parties having agreed to the entry of this decision, such decision 
will be entered. 

ORDER 

Respondent Watson, his agents, employees and assigns, directly 
or indirectly through any corporate or other device, shall cease and 
desist from; 

1. Engaging in business in any capacity for which bonding is 
required under the Packers and Stockyards Act, as amended and 
supplemented, and the regulations, without filing and maintaining 
an adequate bond or its equivalent, as required by the Act and the 
regulations; and 

2. Failing to pay, when due, for livestock purchases. 

Respondent is prohibited from operating subject to the Act for a 

period of 30 days and thereafter until he complies with the bonding 
requirements under the Act and the regulations. When he demon- 
strates his compliance with the bonding requirements, a supple- 
mental order will be issued removing the prohibition after the expi- 
ration of the 80 day period. 

The provisions of this order shall become effective on the sixth 
day after service of this decision on the respondent. 

Copies of this decision shall be served on the parties. 
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In re: David Mui^o, Dave Muiso CAms Company Sibloin Imp 

Peter Train, for complainant 
Respondent, jjro se. 

Decision by Mffiam J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 
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4. Respondent Dave Mulso Cattle Company was engaged in the 
business of a dealer buying and selling livestock in commerce for 
its own account, and a market agency buying livestock in com- 
merce on a commission basis. 

5. Respondent Mulso was, at all times material herein: 

(a) Owner, in combination with his wife, of all the corporate 
stock of respondent Dave Mulso Cattle Company; and 

Cb) Responsible for the direction, management and control of 
respondent Dave Mulso Cattle Company. 

6. On May 17, 1982, respondent Mulso incorporated his business 
under the trade name of Sirloin, Inc., with his wife Susan K. Mulso 
as incorporator and sole owner of the corporate stock. 

7. Sirloin, Inc., hereinafter referred to as respondent Sirloin, is a 
corporation whose mailing address is 1328 Orchard Drive, P.O. Box 
642, Brookings, South Dakota 57006. 

8. Respondent Sirloin was, at all times material herein: 

(a) Engaged in the business of buying and selling livestock in 
commerce as the agent of respondent Elkton; 

Cb) A dealer within the meaning of that term as defined in the 
Act, and subject to the provisions of the Act; and 

(c) Directed, managed and controlled by respondent Mulso. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Respondents David Mulso, Dave Mulso Cattle Company, and Sir- 
loin, Inc., having admitted the jurisdictional facts and the parties 
having agreed to the entry of this decision, such decision will be 
entered. 


ORDER 

Respondents David Mulso, Dave Mulso Cattle Company, and Sir- 
loin, Inc., their agents and employees, directly or through any cor- 
porate or other device, shall cease and desist from: 

1. Misrepresenting to their principals, or to other purchasers of 
livestock from respondents, the original purchase weights or the 
original purchase prices for such liv^tock; 

2. Preparing and issuing, or causing to be prepared and issued, 
in connection with the purchase or sale of livestock, accounts of 
purchase, invoices, billings, or any other document showing false, 
inaccurate or misleading weight or price entries for such livestock; 

3. Collecting payment from the purchasers of livestock on the 
basis of false, inaccurate, or misleading weight or price entries on 
accounts of purchase, invoices or billings; 
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4. Filling orders for their principals with livestock previously 
purchased for their ovm account without disclosing that they 
owned the livestock; 

5. Inserting or failing to insert in accounts of purchase, in- 
voices, billings or any other document prepared in connection with 
the purchase or sale of livestock, any entry, statement or infor- 
maion by reason of which insertion or omission a false or mislead- 
ing record is made, in whole or in part, of such livestock purchase 
or sale transaction; 


6. Issuing checks in payment for the purchase of livestock 
without having and maintaining sufficient funds on deposit and 
available in the bank account upon which the checJcs are drawn to 
pay the checks when presented; 

7. Failing to pay, when due, the full purchase price of live- 
stock; and 


8. Failing to pay for livestock. 

Respondent David Mulao, individually, or through any corporate 
or other device including Dave Mulso Cattle Company and Sirloin, 

thrL ^ ® registrant under the Act for a period of 

three (3j years. 


The provisions of this order shall become effective 
day after service of this order on the respondents. 


on the sixtli 


MlStbLLANBOUS ORDERS 

* rifss.®'”'™’ No- 

Order issued by Edward H. McGrail, Administrative Law Judge. 
ORDER DISMISSING COMPLAINT 

November 4, 1986, requests 

dice. IT IS ORDER^^th 1." dismissed with preju- 

October 18 l the Complaint filed in this matter on 

wDer la. 1986, be, and hereby is, dismissed with prejudice. 
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In re: Sam Simmons, P&S Docket No. 5548. Order issued December 
3. 1985. 

Order issued by John A. Campbell, Administrative Law Judge. 

SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER 

On March 16, 1978, an order was issued in the above-captioned 
matter which, inter alia, suspended respondent as a registrant 
under the Act for seven (7) days and thereafter until he demon- 
strates that he is no longer insolvent. 

Although respondent has not demonstrated that he is no longer 
insolvent, another registrant under the Act has agreed to be legally 
responsible for all respondent’s purchases and has provided the 
necessary bond to secure those purchases. Accordingly, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the suspension provision of the 
order issued March 16, 1978, is amended to permit the respondent 
to operate as a dealer so long as he is cleared by a non-suspended 
registrant who has obtained the appropriate reasonable bond or its 
equivalent. Respondent Simmons shall clearly and explicitly 
inform all persons from whom he purchases livestock that his pur- 
chases are being cleared and that he is not legally responsible for 
the payment of his purchases, as well as providing them with the 
name and address of the person who is clearing his purchases. The 
order shall remain in full force and effect in all other respects. 


In re: Gerald F. Upton, d/b/a Degraff Livestock Sales. P&S 
Docket No. 6196. Order issued December 4, 1985. 

The Judicial Officer ruled on reconeideraion that cease and desist orders will be 
Issued in P&S coses. Tho Eighth Circuit's opinion in Farrow, setting aside a 46'day 
suspension order as to two buyers who agreed not to compete, is erroneous and will 
not be followed in future cases. A violation is willful if a person intentionally does 
an act irrespective of evil motive or reliance on erroneous advice, or acts with care- 
less disregard of statutory requirements. 

Order issued by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer, 

RULING ON RECONSIDERATION 

On October 2, 1985, the Judicial Officer filed the Decision and 
Order in this proceeding in which a cease and desist order was not 
issued for the following reeison (slip op. at 34): 

Although a cease and desist order has routinely been 
issued nature, I believe that it should be 

.. omitted in this case and in future cases where it is now 
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worthless, in view of the 1976 amendments to the Act, i e 
where there is no reasonable likelihood that the Depart- 

SOW ^ ‘‘"‘I order (7 U.S.C. 

pi6(a)). Since the 1976 amendments authorize the Secre- 
tary to assess a civil penalty of $10,000 for each violation. 

hlelww'jf P™“edii>g (7 U.S.C. § 213(b», it is not 
likely that the Secretary would seek to obtain a $600 pen- 
alty in a court proceeding authorized by 7 U.S.C. S 215ra:) 

> this nature.*' Hence in cases such as this and 

loiL ® worthless cease and desist order 

should not be issued. 

On October 16, 1985, complainant filed a petition for reconsider- 
for the following reasons (Petition for Reconsideration at 1-S): 

CM nonet *0 Seek to collect the 

violations of 

rtr^hr^ The 1976 amendments 

for eeT w ^ ^ « civil penalty of $10,000 

s mr ^ Pf section 312(a) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 

Officer itcH proceeding. As the Judicial 

Officer correctly pointed out. the $10,000 penalty per viola- 
tion is a more effective deterrent than the $500 penalty 

Us'c 6 2^7 proceedings authorized by 7 

hrina' ^ ® ‘he Administration does not 

§216 solely for 

terthe nr" f®rteiture which is provided. In all 

S ttoT"""' enforcement 

cea^ !nd H ® violations of the 

wolfid in r‘ ^/°Tr ‘I’® defendant 

M contl f Pf « ®rtmi- 

nal contempt action. In that sense, the cease and desist 

provwions expand the options available to the Administra- 

lon m enforcement of the provisions of the Act. 


‘I” ““‘“rtment might be involved in , 
oaee, a cease T “ hond-violatior 

might wiah to obtain a ioivil pMaltv'in'« ^ ^ issued since the Department 
cease and desist ordenV > r ® violation of a prio. 
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The Administration has three options available to it 
when a respondent has violated a cease and desist order. It 
can proceed with a second administrative proceeding; it 
can seek to enforce the order through the district court; or 
it can proceed both administratively to assess administra- 
tive sanctions, including suspensions and civil penalties 
where warranted, as well as through the courts to obtain 
injunctive relief. The Administration has exercised all 
three options in the past where appropriate circumstances 
warranted it, and will continue this policy in the future. 

The availability of all three options constitutes an effective 
and important tool of the Administration in dealing with 
violations of the Act. 

Although the imposition of a substantial civil penalty 
and suspension of registration as authorized by the Act 
constitutes an effective penalty for violations of the act, 
the order requiring respondent to cease and desist from 
particular practices also has deterrent effect. Long after 
payment of the civil penalty has been completed, the cease 
and desist order remains applicable. Both the respondent, 
as well as others within the industry similarly situated, 
are aware of the continuing effect of such orders in con- 
straining respondent's behavior. Even in cases such as 
this, where respondent’s actions were found to be careless 
rather than deliberate or wilful, the cease and desist order 
acts as a continuing deterrent to remind respondent of the 
need to continually assure himself that he is operating ac- 
curate equipment and using appropriate procedures to 
insure correct and accurate weights of livestock weighed 
on his scales. 

Finally, an order requiring the respondent to cease and 
desist from certain practices provides specific notice to the 
respondent, as well as the industry, as to the kind of prac- 
tices and business conduct the Administration considers to 
be In violation of the Act. Cease and desist orders are fre- 
quently broader than the specific violation which further 
provides the industry with the knowledge of what the Ad- 
ministration considers to be unfair, deceptive or unjustly 
discriminatory. 

For the reasons set forth by complainant, cease and desist orders 
will be Issued in all Packers and Stockyards Act cases where viola- 
tions are found. 
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Perhaps a word of explanation is appropriate as to why I decided 
to omit cease and desist orders in cases of serious tTade practice 

Z P^P^rtment would not likely seek to collect 

the modest civil penalty imposed by the Act for riolatinn a cease 

c^es I waTw 1 worthless in such 

Son such as I Possibility of another catastrophic 

decision such ^ Farrcw v. l/SDA, No. 83-2648 (8th Cir Apr 24 

Mon inl“^ p 1*'® administrative decision as to the viola^ 
tion in /n re Farrow. 42 Agric. Dec (Sent 21 19831 hiu ii 

order wlf J Suh ® 

cled it wo « violation oc- 

S that M it didl ' « suspension order if it 
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BtoisrKnivrxr' Sad irr s 

other and fbat ««« i j ^Sreed not to compete against each 

prfndpal "with the JO that elimination of one of the 

at the Alffona sales ^Jidder tended to reduce competition 

prices at which the ^ ® result, created a likelihood that the 
op. at 7) Nonetheles^Th^^*^^ purchased would be reduced^' (slip 
oLr suspension 

court held that the a desist order, because the 

vioTa^^^ deeming the 

aware of unlawfmnes;-Sop’. at Tux were 

ence wiS 4e^^ited StetL^ n experi- 

which has been devnforf °®P®''tment of Agriculture, much of 
cluCs years iTdm Stockyards Act matters, in- 

Re Jatorrr„r the Packers and Stockyards Act 

coS^that fnTi 1962-January 1971), I would ha4 

purchasfrs of pound 

flagrant violatbn, warranting at k^Tdl'd"* 

irrespective of ariv p»nni.t ft- ® 45-day suspension order, 

InPoCrHSZ rec^dT"" 

witness for the packera and Storr opinion of a 

and Stockyards Administration who teati- 

iditor representing the 
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md ttie entire record in 
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this case, of what sanction that the Packers and Stock- 
yards would impose for the violations herein alleged? 

A. Yea. The Packers and Stockyards Administration is 
requesting a cease and desist order from the alleged viola- 
tion, and suspension of respondents as registrants under 
the Packers and Stockyards Act for the period of 46 days. 

Q. Is this for both respondents, each to receive 45 days? 

A, Yea. 

Q. Could you tell the Court on what basis you have 
reached this recommendation — or that the Packers and 
Stockyards Administration, who you are representing, 
reached this sanction? 

A. This sanction was reached under policy that we con- 
sider the activity alleged here to be unfair and deceptive, 
and that we feel that the more buyers there are in the 
market, the more chance the farmer has of getting more 
money, because this is why it goes to an auction market 
rather than selling direct off the farm. 

We consider this to be a serious violation, and in light 
of that, we have asked for a suspension that we feel is uni- 
form. 

Other cases which have gone to hearings— we look at 
the deterrent factor both as to the respondents and to 
others in the industry. 

Q. And you’ve heard the testimony today about how cru- 
cial such a sanction would be to the respondents, and 
you’ve taken all this into consideration? 

A. Yes. Our primary responsibility is to protect the pro- 
ducer. 

Q. And you have taken into account that although a 
pound cow or a cull cow may be the bottom of the market, 
it is still an important part of that market? 

A. Right. In the economic times which the farmers find 
themselves in now, I believe every dollar is important to 
them. 

Although I inferred that Farrow and Knoke knew that their 
agreement not to compete was unlawful, I would have imposed the 
same 46-day suspension order irrespective of whether they knew 
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.. A.* 

issued (6 use 6 658^ order can be 
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Del 296 . In^Shatkin. 34 Agric, 

Sutz V. Glover n ^ therein. And see 
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Nor can we subscribe to the proposition that the test of 

willfulness in this context is to be evil purpose or criminal 

intent, for this is not a criminal statute. 

For the foregoing reasons, the court’s decision in Farrow will no 
be followed by this Department in any future case, even in futur' 
cases that will be reviewed by the Eighth Circuit. (Hopefullj 
Farrow is a judicial aberration that will not be repeated.) 

In view of the considerations advanced by complainant in its Pe 
tition for Reconsideration, the following order should be issued. 

ORDER 

Respondent Gerald F. Upton, his agents and employees, individ 
ually or through any corporate or other device, shall cease am 
desist from: 

1. Weighing livestock at other than their true and correc 
weights; 

2. Issuing scale tickets, purchase invoices or other accounts o 
sale on the basis of false and incorrect weights; 

3. Paying the sellers or consignors of livestock on the basis o 
false and incorrect weights; 

4. Collecting from purchasers of livestock on the basis of fals( 
and incorrect weights; and 

6. Failing to maintain and operate livestock scales owned o: 
controlled by respondent in such manner as to insure accurati 
weights and otherwise in strict conformity with the requirementi 
of § 201.73-1 of the regulations (9 CFR § 201.73-1). 

Respondent is hereby assessed a civil penalty of $2,500 payabb 
not later than the 90th day after service of this order, to be paid bj 
certified check made payable to the Treasurer of the United States 
and mailed to the Assistant General Counsel, Packers and Stock 
yards Division, Office of the General Counsel, Room 2446-South 
United States Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250 

Respondent is suspended as a registrant under the Act for i 
period of 28 days. 

The suspension provisions of this order shall become effective or 
the 30th day after service of this order; Provided, however, that i 
by any means or device whatever, all or part of the suspensior 
period is not effectively served during the period indicated above 
the effective date of the beginning of the suspension period (or th( 
part thereof not effectively served) shall be (i) the date fixed by £ 
court of competent jurisdiction which issues an appropriate ordei 
with respect thereto, or (ii) upon a showing made by complainam 
that it is not likely that such an order will be entered by any court 
the date subsequently fixed by the Judicial Officer (jurisdiction ij 
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hereby retained by the Judicial Officer indefinitely for this limited 
purpose). 


In re: John Buchholz. P&S Docket No. 6693. Order issued Decem- 
ber 4, 1985. 

Order issued by Dorothea A. Baker, Administrative Law Judfie. 

DENIAL OF MOTION TO SET ASIDE CONSENT DECISION 

Having considered the pleadings herein, including the Respond- 
ent's Motion to Set Aside Consent Decision, filed Novonibor IH, 
1986, and the Complainant's Answer to Respondent's said Molioi), 
filed November 29, 1986, the following Order is issued: 

ORDER 

The Respondent's Motion to Set Aside Consent Decision, filed No- 
vember 13, 1985, is hereby DENIED. 

Copies hereof shall be served upon the parties. 


In re: State Wide Marketing, Inc., a corporation, Rusty Thomi** 
SON, an individual, and Larry Ross, an individual. P&S Dockfl 
No. 6688. Order issued December 6, 1986. 

Order issued by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge, 

ORDER AMENDING DECISION 

Complainant mov^ to amend the consent order, filed Novomlier 
8, 1986, to exclude State Wide Marketing, Inc. from the purview of 
the consent order. 

IT SHOULD BE AND HEREBY IS ORDERED that the com- 
plainant’s motion to amend is granted. 
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In re* Sargent Livestock Commission Company, Inc., Lorry Mar- 
SHALL and Paul Swanson. P&S Docket No. 6624. Order issued 

December 17, 1985. 

Order issued by John A. Campbell, Administrative Law Judge. 
ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR A STAY 

On November 29, 1985, Respondent. Lorry Marshall, filed a “Sug- 
gestion In Bankruptcy", indicating that the instant proceeding is 
stayed by virtue of said respondent’s filing of a voluntary bank- 
ruptcy petition. Complainant filed an opposition on December 12, 
1985, to respondent’s suggestion. 

For the reasons stated in complainant's opposition, respondent 
Marshall’s motion for a stay is denied. 

Upon the filing of a motion for oral hearing, the matter will be 
assigned to a Judge to schedule an oral hearing. 
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REPARATION DECISIONS 

Urban "Shorty” Arnzen v. Elkton Livestock, Inc., Wks Vaii 
Dyke, David Muiso, Tri-State Livestock Auction Co , Inc, 
and Paul Den Herder. P&S Docket No. 6129. Jack Droai^ 
BROOKS, Boyd Burtch, Sandra Brutch, Darryl Crasco, lum 
Crasco, Luke Crasco, Maynard Crasco, Orville Jakk 
Crasco, Will Crasco, Darcie Doney, Wanda Donky, Rkh 
Fewer, James Fewer, Loren Fladland. Larry Haynes, Rav 
MONO Hegleson, Carl J. Iverson, Bruce Kirkaldie, Raymond 
J. Knudson, Meissner Ranches, Inc., Shawn Meissner, 'Lii 
Miller Colony, Inc., Steven Pankratz, Jack Quisno, nn<t 
Gerald J. "Bud” Walsh, Admr., Estate of Gerald M. Walsh i*. 
Same. P&S Docket No. 6167. Noel Capdeville u. Same. P&S 
Docket No. 6166. Corn Exchange Bank v. Tri-State Live- 
stock Auction Co., Inc., Elkton Livestock, Inc,, Sihwin, 
Inc., David Muiso, and Paul Den Herder. P&S Docket No, 
6166. Decided November 1, 1986. 

Dealer>-Insurflclent funds checks— Dishonored checks— Order for the imynicnl ol 
money. 

The compialnU of all parties except Corn Exchange Bank alleged solos of livoaUxl 
to Elkton LivMtock, Inc., and receipt of checks dishonored for insufflciont fundi 
Complainant Corn Exchange Bank alleged honor of check drawn on tho Elkton ac- 
count in reliance on items deposited therein but dishonored by Trl-Stnlo. Trl-Stak 
entered bankruptcy October 14. 1988. The four proceedings were eonaolldnlod Tor 
oral hearing Respondents Elkton Livestock, Inc,, Wes Van Dyke, and Dftvld MiiIm 
were ordered to pay various sums to the complainants, except complaint of Corn Y* 
change Bank was dismissed. Ail complaints were dismissed as to rospomlunt Paul 
Den Herder. 

John J Casey, Presiding Officer. 

David R. Crary and Craig A. Baby, Sioux City, Iowa 
Dean J. Milter, Caldwell, Idaho. 

Michael F. Pieplow, Sioux Falls, South Dakota. 

Steven W. Sanford, Sioux Falls, South Dakota. 

Respondent David Muiso, pm se. 

Respondent Sirloin, Inc., pm se. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer, 

DECISION AND ORDER AS TO ALL RESPONDENTS EXCEPT TKLS'i'ATK 
LIVESTOCK AUCTION CO., INC. 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

These are four reparation proceedings under the Packers and 
Stockyards Act, 1921, as amended, begun by written complaints re- 
ceived as follows: from Mr. Arnzen February 1, 1983; from Mr. 
Broadbroofe and others February 22; from Mr. Capdeville March 7; 
and from the Corn Exchange Bank March 7- The first three com* 
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plaints alleged in substance sales of livestock to respondent Elkton 
Livestock, Inc. (Elkton) and receipt of checks which were dishon- 
ored for insufficient funds because certain items deposited in the 
Elkton checking account were dishonored by respondent Tri-State 
Livestock Auction Co., Inc. (Tri-State). The complaint of the Corn 
Exchange Bank alleged in substance honor of checks drawn on the 
Eklton account in reliance on items deposited in that account 
which were dishonored by Tri-State, and that a certain transfer by 
Tri-State of proceeds of sale of livestock was unlawful. The 
amounts claimed were: for Mr. Arnzen $141,290.82; for Mr. Broad- 
brooka and others a total of $324,231.66; for Mr. Capdeville 
$28,427.26; and for the Corn Exchange Bank $1,190,281.80. 

Copies of the complaint of Mr. Arnzen were served on all re- 
spondents named therein on February 25, 1983. Copies of the com- 
plaint of Mr. Broadbrooks and others, and the complaint of Mr. 
Capdeville, were served on Elkton and Wes Van Dyke on March 26, 
and on the other respondents named therein on March 28. Copies 
of the complaint of the Corn Exchange Bank were served on Elkton 
on March 26, and on the other respondents named therein on 
March 28. 

All respondents except Sirloin, Inc. duly filed answers. No issue 
waa raised about timeliness of any answer. Each answer was served 
on each party other than the one filing it. A reply was filed on 
behalf of complainant Arnzen on April 18, 1983, which was served 
on all respondents in that case. Requests were duly filed for oral 
hearings. «.««« 

Tri-State entered bankruptcy on October 14, 1983, No. 83-04290, 
Northern District of Iowa. Accordingly under 11 U.S.C. 362(a)Cl) all 
these proceedings were stayed as to that respondent. All went for- 
ward as to the other respondents. 

Motions to dismiss for lack of jurisdiction were filed on behalf of 
respondent Paul Den Herder, which were denied on October 31, 
1983 by order of the presiding officer, properly we find, for reasons 
stated therein. 

The four proceedings were consolidated for oral hearing, the 
rights of the litigants turning on the pleadings and proof in their 
respective proceedings notwithstanding the joint trial. AmJur 2d 
Actions §§ 166 et seq. The hearing was held on November 16, 1983 
in Great FallSj Montana and December 6, 7, and 8, 1983 in Sioux 
Falla, South Dakota, before John J. Casey of the Office of the Gen- 
eral Counsel of this. Department. Complainants Arnzen, Broad- 
brooks and others^ and Capdeville were represented by Dean J. 
Miller, Esq<f-G^dwelly Idaho and Craig A. Raby, Esq.,^Sioux City, 
^ . t . /-t — '^-•^hange Bank was represented by Mi- 
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6. Respondent David Mulso, Brookings, South Dakota, at all 
times material herein engaged in business as a dealer buying and 
selling livestock in commerce either for his own account or as the 
agent of Blkton. 

7. Respondent Paul Den Herder, Sioux Center, Iowa, at all times 
material herein engaged in business as a dealer buying and selling 
livestock in commerce as the agent of Tri-State of which he was 
President. That was a corporation engaged in business as a market 
agency selling livestock in commerce on commission and as a 
dealer buying and selling livestock in commerce for its own ac- 
count, operating on a posted stockyard of the same name at Sioux 
Center, Iowa, and so registered with the Secretary under the Act. 

8. All dates referred-to herein are in the year 1982 unless other- 
wise stated. 

9. At all times material herein Elkton had current liabilities in 
excess of its current assets and, when livestock was obtained in its 
name and by issuing checks on the Elkton checking account, such 
checks were drawn on insufficient funds in the hope of covering 
them later. Respondent Wes Van Dyke knew these facts well. Re- 
spondent David Mulso knew well that, when he obtained livestock 
in Elkton's name and by issuing checks on the Elkton checking ac- 
count, the checks were drawn on insufficient funds in the hope of 


covering them later. 

10. On, December 1 complainant The Miller Colony, Inc., a Mon- 
tana corporation, sold and delivered livestock to Elkton for an 
agreed price of which $8,309.60 was not paid. 

11. On December 3 complainant Urban “Shorty" Arnzen sold 
and delivered livestock in response to an order placed by phone by 
respondent David Mulso in the name of Elkton. In purported pay- 
ment for them Mr. Mulso issued and mailed him three checks on 
the Elkton checking account dated December 6 for the agreed 
prices, respectively, of $48,633.12, $48,090.56, and $44,667.14, for a 
total of $141,290.82. All three checks were drawn on insufficient 


funds and were later returned unpaid. 

12. On dates as follows, complainants sold and delivered livestock 
to respondent David Mulso acting in the name of Elkton, or to 
others under direction of Mr. Mulso acting in the name of Elkton, 
for agreed prices, and received checlM in purported payment, issued 
on the Elkton checking account by Mr. Mulso, which checks were 
drawn on insufficient funds and were later returned unpaid, as fol- 
lows: .. 
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December 6: 


Jack Broadbrooks 


Larry Haynes 

$2,822.88 

Raymond J. Knudson 

8,682.01 


4,468.76 

December 7: 


Noei Capdeville 


Ben Fewer 

$28,427.26 

(person for whom he acted) 

10,822.06 

James Fewer 



7,176.66 

December 8: 


Darryl Crasco 


Luke Crasco 

$11,476.65 


$8,702.90 

9,612.06 


18,214.96 

6,630.06 

49,644.30 

268.30 

1.928.85 

1,904,60 

5,104.20 

31,683.90 

6.697.80 

1,876.30 


Crasoo 

OrvUle Jake Craeco 
(persons for whom he acted) 
Maynard Crasco 
Darcte Doney 
Wanda Doney 
Will Crasco 
Reymond Helgeson 


^ acted; 

Boyd Burtch 

Sandra Burtch 672.60 

Meissner Ranchefi /*v , , 60,717.10 

. nc. (through Joe Meissner) $18,668.36 

183.88 


Jack Quiano 

-v.-.l.; w..-. - 


18,862.24 

606.48 

24,921.80 

23,602.90 


3.138.00 

3.974.00 


■ ■ 3,974.00 

caaseofactlSSr^aS"* of the 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Elkton was founded early in the year when Mr. Wes Van Dyke 
approached Mr. David Mulso, then both of them met with Mr. 
Dennis Hart, Agricultural Representative of the Corn Exchange 
Bank, then all three of them met with Mr. Harold E. “Jack” He- 
gerfeld, President of that bank. Messrs. Van Dyke, Mulso and Hart 
knew each other and had done business with each other before; Mr. 
Hegerfeld had known Mr. Van Dyke "all his life." A checking ac- 
count in that bank was opened in the name of Elkton (the Elkton 
checking account) on which Mr. Mulso and Mr. Van Dyke were au- 
thorized to draw checks. 

With Mr. Hegerfeld's approval the Corn Exchange Bank granted 
a line of credit (the Elkton line of credit) which in August was 
raised to $170,000, at 17% interest. Mr. Hart described it (Sioux 
Palls Tr. 488) as a “revolving line of credit to Elkton Livestock 
which would be an in and out situation. If one day they needed 
funds on it, we would advance it. If deposits were in the following 
day, it would be applied back to the note.” However this testimony 
and Complainants’ Exhibit 6, the statement issued by that bank on 
the Elkton checking account for the period from December 9, 1982 
to January 7, 1983 (the Elkton checking account statement), are 
not consistent as explained below. 

We note as a fact, without any comment intended, that the 
Elkton checking account statement does not reflect return without 
payment of any item. That is, for an item deposited in that account 
but later returned to the Corn Exchange Bank by another, the 
statement contains a credit entry for the deposit but no offsetting 
debit entry for the return. Also, for an item drawn on that account 
but returned by that bank, the statement contains no entry. 

Throughout the continuation in business of Elkton, less than a 
year, Mr. Van Dyke was its President, sole Director, and sole 
shareholder, and Messrs. Van Dyke and Hart were its only officers. 
Mr. Van Dyke went on one expedition to Montana in which he ne- 
gotiated some purchases of cattle in the name of Elkton, and at 
that and other times he signed contracts and checks for a total of 
20% of the cattle bought in the name of Elkton. Mr. Mulso had a 
. checkbook on the Elkton checking account in the Corn Exchange 
Bank which he used to obtain cattle in the name of Elkton. His 
connection with Elkton was at first direct and was later through 
Sirloin, Inc, which was owned by his wife Mrs. Susan Mulso. He 
would report transactions to Mr. Hart, at that bank, who kept a 
second checkbook (called the "small checkbook”) on the same 
checking account with which among other things he would act as 
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paymaster for Mr. Mulso and make repayments to that bonk oa 
the Elkton line of credit. 


The business in which Elkton and Mr. Mulso actually engaged 
was buying and selling cattle as a dealer, both on speculation and 
as agent for others. As to whether Messrs. Van Dyke and Mul&j 
represented to Messrs. Hart and Hegerfeld that the entorprU? 
would be only an order buyer, buy only when it had orders frora 
others so that its income would be commissions only and its risi 
would be limited, and not a speculator, hoping to profit frori 
market price fluctuation and subjecting itself to the risk thoreof 
the testimony was conflicting. 

The following are undisputed. Nothing was ever paid into Elktw 
as capital. If there ever was a time when Elkton had current flssej; 
in excess of current liabilities, it was not at any time materia 
herein. Further, all checks issued on the Elkton checking nccoun 
to obtain livestock at the times material herein were drawn ijt 
sufficient funds in the hope of covering them later. 

In early October an advance of $160,000 was requested, by Mi 
Mulso in the name of Elkton from Mr. Paul Den Herdor os Prci 
dent of Tri-State, on 562 steers consigned in the name of Elkton I 
Tri-State and in the latter’s yard waiting to be sold on cominissidi 
Mr. Mulso explained that he had a banker calling for monoy. T| 
advance was paid on Friday, October 8. Tri-State sold tho steors 
net proceeds exceeding $150,000 the following week, and deducts 
the $150,000 when it remitted the net proceeds on Friday, Octob 
15. Thereafter Tri-State paid a number of such advances again 
cattle consigned to it in tiie name of Elkton, and deducted tl 


amount of each when it remitted the net proceeds tho followii 
Friday. In each of these instances, Mr. Hart or Mr. Hogerfold 
the Com Exchange Bank in Elkton, South Dakota would plioiio tl 
Mulso home in Brookings, South Dakota and tell Mrs. Mulso, 
Mr. Mulso if he was there, an amount to be deposited in tlio HSIkt 
checking account. Then Mr. Mulso would tell Mrs. Mulso that T 
Stte was the jplace to go for mon^y. (He sometimes told her oth 
^ht those are not involved in these proceedings.) Thon M 

South Dakota to Tri-Stat 
Sioux Center, Iowa to pick up a check, T) 

had to be complet 
sam^ d^ tog^ the advance check to Mr, Hart 
Bank before' it closed. 

Friday, though it niJ 9 
'through "the^' week. Tri-Stata n 
'small amounts, isaueij 
after the auction, for the p 
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ceeds of Bale of cattle consigned in the f 

since the previous Friday, less advances as well as customary 

U- tn 1Vi.State bv Mr. Mulso in the name of Elkton as 
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bx.;; 
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through, that bank. Th customary 

checks drawn on the latter bank. 1 y information, 

BaX Thl only identification of Tri-State on each one was the 
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handwritten signature, “Tri-State Livestock by David Mulso.” Most 
were executed by Mrs. Mulso, signing Mr. Mulso’s name; a few 
were executed by Mr. Mulso. 

Mr. Den Herder, on examination by opposing counsel who called 
him as an adverse witness, testifed (Sioux Falls Tr. 110 et seq.): 

A. I initiated the conversation. I told David [Mulso], I 
said, well, I think it is ridiculous for Susan [Mulso] to be 
traveling this approximately 300 mile round trip back and 
forth to Sioux Center [Iowa, the Tri-State place of busi- 
ness] to pick up these advances, and we had used draft 
books in many other instances prior to this, and I said why 
don^t I issue a draft book to you, and that way she doesnH 
have to make the trip. You can call us and tell us you are 
going to draw a draft on us, and when that thing hits my 
bank I will, they will call me and I will approve it, and we 
will just handle it that way. I said it is real simple, we can 
handle it this way. 

* • • • * t if 


A. * * * [T]his money was going only to Elkton Live- 
stock as advances on the cattle that were on our premises. 

• * • * • ♦ 

Q. Apparently the distinction between whether this con- 
templated book was a book of drafts or a book of checks is 
something that has come up between some of you folks in 
the past. What can you tell me about your understanding 
of the nature of the instruments that came in that book? 

A. Well, I instructed my bookkeeper to contact our bank, 
and I said now make sure you have got the right ones, be- 
cause with the computers and so on coming in, I did have 
a draft book which was embarrassing to me, that was out 
with a good client of mine, and it had the wrong coding on 
the bottom and it got kicked back, like I had turned it 
down, which I had no intent of doing. So I said make sure 
he gets a new one so that it is proper, so that we aren’t 
embarrassed in that kind of a situation. I said you get a 
draft book, and if Susan comes down, you give it to her or 
mail it up, whichever, and I told him how it was going to 
work, that they were to call us each time they drew a 
draft, and that when the bank called, of course, I have 
always approved the drafts when the bank calls, This was 
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my impression of how it was to work. I did not see the 
draft book quote checkbook, whatever we are calling it 
now, I did not see it until after the fact, physically, myself. 

Q. The preparation of the book was done at your direc- 
tion, delivered to Mrs. Mulso at your direction? 

A. Yea, I was responsible for it, but I did not see it. I 
gave the instructions, but I did not see it myself. 


Q. As each of these various instruments was issued and 
then presented at Northwestern State Bank for payment, 
did you in fact receive telephone calls from the bank in 
connection with each of these, to your recollection? 

A. Yes. 


[Sioux Falls Tr. 136 et seq.] Q. We have had this confusion 
over terms, whether it is a draft book or a checkbook, and 
I understand that in the early going you and David Mulso 
talked about it as a draft book? 

A. This is correct. 

Q, Although you have been advised by your banker and 
your counsel that it is in fact a check book? 

A. Yes. 


Q. You were aware from the start, that is the start of 
this checkbook, that it would be Mrs. Mulso that woi^d be 
actually signing the checks, even though it would be David 
Mulso's name that would appear? 

A. Yes. 

Q, So she was authorized signatory on that checkbook 
for David? 

A. Well, there was no signature card, but she W£&, it was 
just a verljal understanding. 

Mr. Mulso, on examination by opposing counsel who called him 
an adverse witness, testified (Sioux Falls Tr. 310): 
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Q. And it was at that meeting [November 5] then that 
Mr. Den Herder initiated the suggestion that he’d give you 
or your wife a checkbook? 


_ A. Yes. At that time we referred to it as a draft book but 

it s been proven it is a checkbook, yes. 

Thus the record shows that Mr. Den Herder agreed to issue, and 
directed the issuance of, a draft book, not a check book, and at the 
times material herein believed that the instruments were drafts, 
not checks. It also shows that the arrangement with the North- 
western State Bank, where Tri-State had its checking accounts, 
was such that each instrument required specific authorization from 
Mr. Den Herder before that bank would pay it, and there was no 
arrangement with that bank for payment without further approval 
when they reached it if covered by deposits. Who made the decision 
to issue printed forms of the sort usual for checks, or the decision 
^at the instruments were to be signed “Tri-State Livestock by 
David Mulso, or whether it was someone in Tri-State or someone 
in that bank, or whether this was done thoughtlessly or for a 
reason, the record does not show. 

About what Mr. Mulso told the Corn Exchange Bank personnel 
about the arrangement with Tri-State in early November. Mr. 
Mulso did not, and was not asked to, testify. Mr. Hegerfeld, on ox- 

counsel for that bank who called him as a witness, 
testified (Sioux Falls Tr. 391-2): 

Q. What was it that was told to you? 

A. Well, that it was, he [Mr. Mulso] could write checks 
tor immediate credit and go through the normal channels. 

On cross-examination he testified (Sioux Palls Tr. 421): 

Q. And what was it you learned about it [the book of 
blank forms]? 


A. That Dave or Sue were supposed to write checks on it 
and deposit them in the normal course of business. 


wt! /JJ.^^^^^^nation by counsel for the Corn Exchange Bank 
Who called him as a witness, testified (Sioux Falls Tr. 494): 


Q. As best you can recall, would you relate the substance 
or that conversation? 


A. He told me that Mr. Den Herder was going to give 
him a checkbook that they could issue checks on for depos- 
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it at our bank to eliminate the travel of Susan to Sioux 
Center every other day or whatever it may have been. 

Q. Was there any discussion as to how it would be han- 
dled -* * * ? 

A. That it would be a check that could be run through 
normal banking channels. 

Whatever the instruments appeared to be, whatever Mr. Mulso 
told the Corn Exchange Bank personnel about them, and whatever 
the latter personnel believed them to be, it is not necessary for our 
purposes to decide whether they were drafts or checks. For that 
reason, and since every one of them was executed by one of the 
Mulsos, we will call them "Mulso instruments. The first was 
dated Tuesday, November 9, for $401,294.38. 

As before, on each such occasion, Mr. Hart or Mr. Heprfeld 
would phone the Mulso home and tell Mrs. Mulso, or Mr. Mulso if 
he was there, an amount to be deposited. Then such an mstrunient 
would be filled out for that amount and delivered to Mr, Hart or 
Mr. Hegerfeld the same day, usually by Mrs. Mulso, but occasional- 
ly by Mr. Mulso. Mr. Hart, on examination by counsel for the Corn 
Exchange Bank who called him as a witness, testified (Sioux Falls 
Tr. 492-3): 

Q. * * ' When checks came in to the [Corn Exchange] 
bank from Montana ranchers, why don’t you just explain 
to the hearing examiner how procedurally that is handled 
or was handled for the Blkton account? 

A. The checks would come in with our regular cash 
letter of the morning, and after they were pre-sorted in 
our machines, we'd take a look at them to see the volume 
of the checks, to see if Elkton had enough on deposit to 
cover them. If not, I would give Susan Mulso a call and 
say you need so many dollars to cover the amount of 
checks you have. 

Q. The figure you would give her would be just a tally of 
the checks that were presented for payment that day? 

A. Yes. 

However this testimony and the Elkton checking account state- 
ment are not consistent as explained below. 

As to whether someone at Tri-State would be phoned and told 
about a Mulso instrument when it was executed the testimony was 
conflicting. 
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Some Mulso instruments were executed and deposited in the 
Corn Exchange Bank at times when there were not sufficient ani- 
mals consigned in the name of Elkton to Tri-State and in the lat- 
ter’s yard to cover them. However, such animals had arrived to 
cover the instruments by the time they reached the Northweatein 
State Bank and Mr. Den Herder directed that bank to pay tliem, in 
all instances except, Mr. Den Herder, on examination by opposing 
counsel who called him as a witness, testified (Sioux Falls Tr. 129), 
"Possibly once, but then I knew they were on the road." Soo also 
Mr. Mulso's testimony on cross examination (Sioux Falls Tr. S^6-9), 

On Wednesday, December 1, it was alleged on behalf of Tlio 
Miller Colony, Inc., that complainant sold and delivered Uvoatock 
to Elkton for an agreed price of which $8,309.60 was unpaid. Tho 
allegations of that complainant’s sale, delivery and failure of pay- 
ment were not established by evidence, were denied by Mr. Mulao, 
but were admitted by Elkton and Mr. Van Dyke, in their nnswore! 

On Friday, December 3 complainant Arnzen sold and delivered 
livestock for agreed prices and received checks as detailed above In 
the Findings of Fact. Mr. Mulso in the name of Elkton ordered 
those animals in a phone call with Mr. Arnzen at the lattor’s place 
of business in Cottonwood, Idaho. After the animals were shipped, 
Mr. Arnzen told the weights and prices per cwt. to Mr. Mulso in 
another phone call, and Mr. Mulso then mailed him three cliccks 
for the agreed prices, dated Monday, December 6. All three chocks 
were drawn by Mr. Mulso on the Elkton checking account in Ihe 
Corn Exchange Bank, showed on their faces that they were issued 
for livestock, and were returned unpaid. 

In the week ending Friday, Decemlwr 3, four Mulso instrunionta: 

Date of Execution Amoun i 

Wednesday, November 24 $12,500,00 

Saturday, November 27 $798,480.5? 

Tuesday, November 80 $107,094,20 

Friday, December 8 $104,709.78 


for a total of $1,017,734.66, reached the Northwestern State Bank 
for payment. Tri-State had to borrow to honor them, which re- 
quired Mr. Den Herder to go to that bank. This was done. Tri-State 
paid the interest on that loan. This was the first time Tri-State had 
to borrow to honor such instruments. Mr. Den Herder told Mr. 
Mulso in substance that he objedted'-to such borrowing, and that 
the corislgnments by Mn Mulso in the name of Elkton were exceed- 
mg what Tri-State could hahdle. 


Number 

13 

(not numbered) 

14 
16 
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On Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, December 6, 7, 
S and 9, the Montana ranchers other than The Miller Colony, Inc. 
sold livestock for agreed prices and received checks as detailed 
above in the Findings of Fact. All those checks were issued by Mr. 
Mulso, were drawn on the Elkton checking account in the Corn Ex- 
change Bank, showed on their faces that they were issued for live- 
stock, and were returned unpaid. For Messrs. Broadbrooks, Haynes, 
Knudson, Capdeville. and Helgeson, and Boyd and Sandra Burtch 
for whom Mr. Helgeson acted, the places where delivery was taken 
in the name of Elkton are not shown in the record. For all the 
others, the record shows clearly the places where delivery was 
taken in the name of Elkton; all those places were in Montana. 

The record contains some testimony of Mr. Mulso (Sioux Falls 
Tr. 324, 326) that enough cattle were shipped to Tri-State to cover 
the Mulso instruments. However, as to what was done with those 
particular animals obtained from those Montana ranchers, that is, 
whether all of them, some of them, or none of them, were shipped 
to Tri-State, the record is inconclusive. 

On Friday, December 10, complainant Arnzen sold and delivered 
livestock to Elkton other than the ones mentioned above. However 
on Mr, Arnzen’s behalf Mike donaldson successfully reclaimed 
those animals at Tri-State where they had been consigned in the 
name of Elkton but before they had been sold, as further discussed 
below. 

In the week ending Friday, December 10, three Mulso instru- 
ments: 


Number 

Date of Execution 

16 

Saturday, December 4 

17 

Monday, December 6 

18 

Tuesday, December 7 


Amount 

$ 600 , 000.00 

$ 464 , 809.21 

$ 168 , 022.06 


for a total of $1,222,831.27, reached the Northwestern State Bank 
for payment. Tri-State had to borrow again to honor them, which 
required Mr. Den Herder to go to that bank again. This was done. 
This time Tri-State deducted the interest on the loan from the net 
proceeds of sale of cattle consigned in the name of Elkton as- fur- 


ther discussed below. i o j + j 

On Friday, December 10, Mulso instrument number 19, dated 
Wednesday, December 8, for I1B9.463.82, reached the Northwestern 
State Bank for payment. To honor it would have required Mr. Den 
Herder to go to that bank to borrow for the third time m two 
weeks. As previously stated, he had told Mr. Mulso that he objected 
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^ consignments by Mr. MuIbo in the 
name of Elkton were exceeding what Tri-State could handle. As 
Piesident of and on behalf of Tri-State he directed that bank to cJLs- 

number 19. It was marked "uncollected 
unda. Who^ made the decision to mark that instrument "unco!- 
lected fu^nds, or whether it was someone in Tri-Stato or mnmno 
m that bank, or whether that marking was done thoughtlessly or 
for a reason, the record does not show. ^ 

Friday as previously stated was the day Tri-State routinely r-i- 
tied accounts and issued a check for the net proceeds of snlo of live- 

T'f since tho previous 

Friday. That week Tri-State sold 6,222 animals which hJCl 

consigned to it m the name of Elkton. After deduction for Mniso 

iakenTnl'^ 

dpHnPfip them earlier that week, as well as cuBtoinery 

deductions, the net proceeds were $589,310.98. 

On Saturday, December 11, Mr. Mulso went to Tri-Stuto’s place 
of business in Sioux Center, Iowa and met with Mr. Don Herder 
there. They reviewed the accounts of the sales by Tri-Stute tlic pre- 
«ous week of cattle consigned in the name of Elkton nmi, (.ina> 
Mulso instrument number 19 for $169,463.82 had been dishoiisrcd 
Mr. Mulso could not have gotten a check for (he 
$689 310.93 net proceeds to the Corn Exchange Bank before seen 
MoU was Its closing time that day. Mr. Den Herder phoned Mm, 
Mulso who was in Brookings, South Dakota and directed her to 
L"? r f” $689,310.93 and take it to that hank, She 

number 20. It was doposited in 
the Elkton checking account and was honored as usual. 

tlio r**'**w^^u’ December 11, at the opening of businisia 

!nl; ^“hunge Bank records showed the Elkton checking uc- 

rrsHW n™"® ^ Elkton line uf 

MQqinoe r® “ debit balance. After creciit ofUie 

fitntpm day on the Elkton checking account stateitienl, the 

■'■ng account as having a $206,312.07 
to refi that statement does not contain any entry 

Sl69 4 fi ^9 of Mnleo instrument number 19 for 

$169,463.^, or the return without payment of any item. 

^tter th^ entries that bank made a $169,900.00 entry in its 

checking account and crediting the 
fiaure t on the Elkton Une of credit. This reduced the 

Swa 07 “ *'’0 cheeking account from 

Lee il^th! r nnd reduced the figure for the debit bal- 

ance in the line of credit fjo^ $170,000.00 to $100.00. This in effect 
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would have been a transfer by that bank of $169,900,00 from the 
Elkton checking account to the Elkton line of credit if the credit 
balance figure for the checking account had represented only col- 
lected funds, which it did not. 

Also on Saturday, December 11, in the meeting at Tri-State s 
place of business, Mr. Mulso agreed that the volume of cattle con- 
signments to Tri-State in the name of Elkton would be reduced to a 
weekly limit of 2,500 head, which would amount to about 
$ 1 , 000 , 000 . 00 . 

On Monday, December 13, when Mr. Den Herder arrived at Tri- 
State's place of business, he found 10 loads of cattle consigned in 
the name of Elkton. He was surprised since he had been telling Mr. 
Mulso that such consignments were exceeding what Tri-State could 
handle, he had met with Mr. Mulso at that place of business in 
Sioux Center, Iowa on Saturday, and he figured that Mr. Mulso 
would have been en route home on Friday. Mr. Mulso had had 
others buying in the name of Elkton but Mr. Den Herder did not 
learn this until later. 

On that day, Monday, December 13, Mulso instrument number 
21 waa deposited in the Corn Exchange Bank. At the opening of 
business that bank’s records showed the Elkton checking account 
aa having a $36,472.07 credit balance and the Elkton line of credit 
as having a $100.00 debit balance, which would leave $169,900.00 
available on the line of credit. “Deposits and other credits of a 
total of $26,948.61 (not counting that instrument number 21), and 
“checks and other debits” of a total of $936,939.66, are shown for 
that day on the Elkton checking account statement. Adding 
$36,472.07 and $26,948.61 then subtracting $936,939.66 would leave 
a shortage of $872,618.97. No advance was paid under the line of 
credit; if the full amount shown on the records as available, 
$169,900.00, had been advanced, the shortage would have been 
$702,618.97. The amount of that instrument number 21 was 
$882,939.10. How that amount was figured the record does not 
show. 

Mr. Mulso testified that, when he went to Tri-State s place of 
business on Saturday, December 11, he did so at the request of Mr. 
Hart because of the dishonor the day before of Mulso instrument 
number 19 for $169,463.82, to collect the money and straighten the 
matter out, and that after that meeting he (Mr. Mulso) phoned Mr. 
Hart and assured him that the matter had been straightened out. 
Mr. Hart, on examination by counsel for the Corn Exchange Bank 
who called him as a witness, testified (Sioux Falls Tr. 601 et seq.); 
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A. The first notice of dishonor I received on the $159,000 
check was Monday, December 13. 

Q. Why do you say that? 

^ specifically recall it is because Jack ll le- 
gerfeld] had been out of town on business the previous 
week, and Jack was in the bank on Monday, and he was in 
the bank at the time I received the call and the notice of 
the return on the 159,000. 

. that call about the 169,000 in 

terms of time to the deposit of the $882,000 item? 

882 onVTrf ^ ‘he deposit of tho 

882,000. After I received the call, I called Susan Mulso and 

»82 Sn IK 7 ‘hat they also had 
$882000 worth of checks presented to us that day for puy- 

hav:\i"‘‘g:tthold'oVl 

be raJdTgoLT ^“hsequently assured the check would 

talke Jto ^ T If*®'' by Dave. He said ho 

care of an^th^^K^®’''^®’' **’®‘ ‘h® was taken 

care of and that they on— could issue the 882,000. 

phoned midnight. Mr. Mutso 

the name of Elkton tn loaded and sont in 

he reported the remrW ® business. Exactly svlinl 

the phone several timejf talked on 
Mr. Mulso on crowi a ^ during the times material herein, 
credibly in substZ-rrhTk^'°'' teamed (Sioux Falls Tr. 349-51) 
just gotten into town that calling from Montana, he had 

day so he did m>t ve^kn^^^^ It 

$882,939.10, and i he coulf not 21 for 

Herder then. ^ discussed it with Mr. Den 

reto omutlnsJ'— ®’^®hange Bank first learned of the 
figured from the BSkton checlf $169,463.82 cannot he 
ously stated it docs hot cont statement since as previ- 

any ofthose Inst^en^ „h ®"'' ®k“‘’'^.‘° «f 

knew about the^^eturh ‘ha‘ Mr. Hart 

posit of number 21 for $882 939 10 $159,468 82 before the de- 

fi.rmwavhhhcfc and ” "^her 19 was in the 

Hart Physically receivedl^ura^f ®m‘®lf“"*^ At what time Mr. 

^ after its return from tho 
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Northwestern State Bank so that he could read that marking, what 
if anything he was .told about it by phone before he physically re- 
ceived it from that bank, and whether he was told at that time 
that the reason for its return was uncollected funds, or was told 
that the reason was dishonor by Tri^tate or Mr. Den Herder, 
which would be inconsistent with a belief that that and the later 
such instruments were checks, the record does not show.^ 

The following is not shown clearly in the record but is apparent 
from the above. Mr. Hart knew on Saturday, December 11, that 
Mulso instrument number 19 for $169,463.82 was being returned 
unpaid to the Corn Exchange Bank for whatever explanation he re- 
ceived. Mr. Mulso phoned him after meeting with Mr. Den Herder 
that day to tell him that the matter had been straightened out. 
The instrument to which Mr. Mulso referred in that phone call was 
not number 21 for $882,939.10, but number 20 for $589,310.93. 
Whatever Mr. Mulso told Mr. Hart, for some reason the latter did 
not understand that all the funds which would have been remitted 
by number 19 were remitted by number 20, as well as other funds, 
so that number 19 would not be honored notwithstanding that the 
matter had been straightened out to Mr. Mulso’s satisfaction. 
Whatever the phone call Mr. Hart received about number 19 on 
Monday the 13th, it was not the first he heard about that instru- 
ment being returned unpaid, but it was when he first understood 
that it would be unpaid notwithstanding Mr. Mulso’s meeting with 
Mr. Den Herder on Saturday the 11th. 

On Wednesday, December 16, Mulso instrument number 22 was 
deposited in the Corn Exchange Bank. At the opening of business 
that bank’s records showed the Elkton checking account as having 
a $1,391.38 credit balance and the Elkton line of credit as having a 
$16,100.00 debit balance, which would leave $153,900.00 available 
on the line of credit. "Checks and other debits” of a total of 
$132,860.21 are shown for that day on the Elkton checking account 
statement. Subtracting $132,860.21 from $1,391.38 would leave a 
shortage of $181,458.83. No advance was paid under the line of 
credit; the full amount shown on the records as available, 
$163,900.00, exceeds the shortage. The amount of that instrument 
number 22 was $147,878.96. How that amount was figured the 
record does not show, 

On that day, Wednesday, December 15, Mulso instrument 
number 21 for $882,939.10 reached the Northwestern State Bank 
for payment. Mr. Den Herder as President of and on behalf of Tri- 
State directed that bank to dishonor that instrument. On examina- 
tion by his own GOhhseli he testified (Sioux Falls Tr. 663 et seq.); 
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A. With the volume of cattle we were handling 
we were stepping on the toes of local competition. In other 
words, we had expanded our operation so that we were 
probably selling some cattle that my next door competitor 
probably sold to his good friends and relatives. So there 
was some internal strife amongst the order buyers and 
sales people and dealers all around. Everybody was in a 
little bit of a turmoil, because suddenly we were selling 
more cattle than, quote, our share. So there was back door 
stuff coming in. My own banker had inquiry about the va- 
lidity of what was going on. So naturally as you get these 
things, you get the gut feeling maybe there’s something in 
the wood pile. But yet I had no justification for this. So I 
continued on in what I thought was good faith. But when 
the draft come in on Wednesday for 882,000, having known 
that I was absolutely settled up on Saturday the 11th, 
owing no money, I knew it was physically impossible, 
knowing where Dave [Mulso] was, that he could have pos- 
sibly paid for $882,000 worth of cattle by Monday morning, 
because he was in Eastern South Dakota and in Iowa on 
Friday, Saturday and most of Sunday. He didn't get to 
town, he t^tified he didn’t get to town, in Montana until 
midnight that night, and you cannot pay for cattle until 
you have them weighed. So I knew it was physically im- 
possible for $882,000 worth of cattle, even if it had been 
wire transfers, to be paid for. It's at that point that my 
light went on and I said, hey, I am not paying advances, 

1 m paying for something else, and that was not the intent. 

Q. Then so you didn't pay the draft? 

A. Right. I did not honor it. 


Q. What happened the next day on Thursday? 

A ^'-3^ Thursday I was getting calls. Already on Wednes- 
day Mr. Donaldson was in town representing himself and 
Mr. Arnzen, and he shed some additional light on the aitu- 
^lon saying that he laid claim to the cattle for himself, 
Mike Donaldson, and for Mr. Arnzen, and I was receiving 
innumerable calls from ranchers and bankers and lawyers, 
mainly put of Montana, stating claim, to the livestock that 
was either on our. premises ot en,.=route. It’s at that time, 
and^the telephone recordaiwill -refleot, when I called Corn 
Exchange^Bank and, talked U> md as Mr. Hart 

testified, did talk to/him about whfetjier pr not Elkton Live- 
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stock or the Corn Exchange Bank would honor Elkton 
Livestock's checks, and I spelled it out to him, I felt quite 
clearly, that I would not sell livestock that I did not know 
to whom it belonged. * ♦ * I said I’m not going to make 
the decision who owns the livestock. If it belongs to Elkton 
Livestock, if it belongs to Corn Exchange Bank, or if it be- 
longs to all the ranchers in Montana, I said I don’t know 
anymore. I said I’m not going to sell this livestock. He as- 
sured me that all livestock that was loaded was paid for. I 
said okay, so I’ll proceed. 

I think I sold cattle on Tuesday. I don't know if I sold 
any cattle on Wednesday. I think I quit. I dont believe I 
sold any cattle on Wednesday private treaty. I had an op- 
portunity to and I turned it down. Naturally I didn’t sell 
any on Thursday, it was hot at our place of business. 

I had, like I said, I had the ranchers calling, I had the 
lawyers calling, and then on Friday they engulfed me. I 
had a big audience Friday. I had truckers demanding pay- 
ment from me for trucking, ranchers claiming ownership 
to livestock, etc. 

Mr. Hart, on examination by counsel for the Corn Exchange 
Bank who called him as a witness, testified (Sioux Falls Tr. 498 et 
seq.): 

Q. Mr. Den Herder, I believe, has already testified that 
he believes he called you in the afternoon of Wednesday, 
December 16. Do you have that recollection? 

A. It’s possible. * * * It would have been after banking 
hours. 

Q. Whether it was Wednesday or Thursday of that week, 
tell us as best you recall the substance of Mr. Den Herd- 
er’s conversation with you. 

A. Well, I can recall when he called he was wondering 
about— he heard we weren't paying checks^ drawn on 
Elkton Livestock account for cattle purchased in Montana 
or wherever. I assured him we had been paying checks on 
everything that we had deposits. I don’t recall just what 
all went on in that conversation. At that time I dont 
think we anything about the 882,000 or the 

147 ^ 000 , 1 had a discussion later on with Paul [Den Herder] 

, that same day. 
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Q. Two calls the same day? 

A. Yea. 

Q. Up to the time of his telephone call, had you dishon- 
ored any checks on the Elkton account to Montana ranch- 
ers? 

A. Not up to the time of his first call. 

Q. Tell U8 the substance of his second call then. 

A. I believe from the time I tallced to him the first time 
and the second time, that we had liad some calls from 
Montana or something, and I told the people then that we 
didn’t want any more cattle shipped out of there, that we 
thought there might be a problem, that we were going to 
shut everything down until we got it resolved. 

Q. When you first heard of this situation, did you at- 
tempt to get ahold of Mr. Mulso? 

A. I did. 

Q, For wliat purpose? 

A. Tell him to discontinue business for the present and 
come home so we could straighten out and see what was 
happening. 

About their first phone call on Wednesday, December 16, Mr, 
Den Herder testified (Sioux Falls Ti'. 124) that he called Mr. Hart 
because of "rumors * * * that the Corn Exchange Bank ivas not 
honoring checlis out in Montana, and I wanted to know whose 
cattle I was selling,” The record shows that in that first call they 
did not discuss either the $882,939.10 Mulso instrument number 21 
which Mr. Den Herder directed to be dishonored that day, or the 
$147,878.96 instrument number 22 which was deposited in the CorB 
Exchange Bank that day. On cross examination about the times o1 
day of those actions and that first phone call, thus whether eitlrei 
of those actions had been taken before that first phone call, Mr 
Den Herder (Sioux Falls Tr. 679-81) suggested checking telephone 
records, which are not in the record. Then he was asked and he 
testified! 

Q« ?So there was a period of hours after you dishonored 
that $882j000 item, and during which time you had been in 
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contact with the Corn Exchange Bank, that you failed to 
notify them of that dishonor, true? 

A. Yes. 

Notwithstanding Mr. Hart's above-quoted testimony, the record 
shows clearly that some checks drawn on the Elkton checking ac- 
/-mint were dishonored by the Corn Exchange Bank before Wednea- 
dav December 16. Mr. Arnzen testified (Sioux Falls Tr. 64) that he 
leaned in Idaho of the return of his December 6 
"around the 12th, IBth, somewhere in that area. As quoted abo 
Mr Den Herder testified that Mr. Donaldson on Mr. ® 

behalf seeking to reclaim the above-mentioned cattle which Mr. 
^rnlen “u on Friday the 10th, appeared at Tri-State s place 
of business on Wednesday the 16th. Mr. Darryl 
(Great Falla Tr. 11-12) that he learned in Montana of the 
nf hifl Elkton check on the Monday following December 8, 
would be Monday the 13th. Also Mr. Helgeson testified 
Tr 73) that he learned in Montana of the dishonor of his Elkto 
Il^ecks on the next Wednesday after December 8. which would be 

^^On^Thursday, December 16, in a meeting at the Corn Exchange 
Bank Messrs. Hart and Hegerfeld informed Messrs. Mulso and Van 

Dyke that Elkton was out of business. 

On Friday. December 17, Mulso instrument number 22 lor 
SU7 878 96 reached the Northwestern State Bank for t* 

Den Sr Tpresident of and on behalf of Tri-State directed that 
bank to dishonor that instrument. There were cattle consigned in 
the name of Elkton to Tri-State and m the latter s yard but clear y 
by then there were adverse claims to them. 

On Friday, December 17. officers and counsel for the Corn Ex- 
change Bank demanded the proceeds of sale of the 
in the name of Elkton and in Tri-State's yard, m a meeting with 
officers and counsel for the Northwestern State 
for Tri-State. On behalf of Tri-State a commitment was made that, 

• pending resolution of the question of who was entitled to them, the 

’ ''’'oTFridry,* DeLThTlv! Tri-State sold the cattle consigned in 

the name of Elkton and not specifically “ x^erpmoeed^ 

reclaimed hy unpaid sellers, and escrowed the 
£789 61500 in a special account in the Northwestern State Banl^ 
Kch eatirwe^e from Montana according to their brands ^ 
the following Tuesday, December 21, Mr. Den Herder as Pres^en^ 
of and on behalf of Tri-State transferred the proc^ds to the Mon 
tana Department omvestock Brand Enforcement Division. 
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Respondents Mulso, Van Dyke and Den Herder were eacli within 
the definition of a "dealer” in section 301 of the Act, 7 U.S.C. 201 
at the times material herein, on the basis that, as the record clear- 
y shows, each was regularly engaged in buying, selling, or both. 
Jiveatock in commerce either on his own account or as the agent of 
the respective corporation with which he was affiliated. The defini- 
tion refers to the business in which a person is engaged, not to the 
capacity in which he is registered. Section 309 of the Act provides 
for reparation orders against dealers for violation of certain provi- 
sions including section 307 which contains a prohibition of unjust 
practices, discussed below. Reparation orders we have issued 

630 F.2d 586, 39 Ag. Dec. 88S (8 C. 1980) and Thomas K Lane et al 
V. Gail F Sohler etc., CV-81-86-Bu. U.S.D.C., D. Mont., 1983. 42 
Ag. Dec ’ 

The purchases from Mr. Arnzen and the Montana ranchers in 
these cases constituted violations of the Act by Elkton and Mr. 
Mulso, and so did any other purchases of livestock, by Mr. Mulso in 
the name of Eikton, or by Mr. Mulso through others in the name of 
E kton, whi e the latter was insolvent or by use of checks on the 
Elkton checking account drawn on insufficient funds without dis- 
closing such facts to such sellers. The Act is so drawn as to prohibit 
unfair or unjust practices by livestock dealers and we have inter- 
preted such prohibitions to include such actions. Mid-States Live- 
7m Bersland, 670 F.2d 

TT q P 99 flK ^ section 409 of the Act, 7 

U.b.C. 228b (which was added to the Act by P.L. 94-410 after the 

Snnn and Vancc V. Reed, 496 F. 

Nashville Div., 1980), Note 
v ^'?' . . for suspending registrants, which in- 

das livestock dealers, for insolvency. See also Rotvse v. Platte 

. Supp. 1066. 604 F. Supp. 1463, Ag. Dec (D. Nebr. 1986), 

Ihis is not inconsistent with other authority, "Deception is estab- 

iwi? of something of value through the use of a 

check which the perpetrator knows is worthless. * * * This guilty 

knqwMge w offense. Specific intent to defraud 

V. SOO N.W.2d 90, 92-3 

F ^497 -P^ucte, Ino, v. McClure, 346 

til Contracting Corpora- 

427’Bfifi PMSio™^L®®' y. ^eman, 98 Idaho 

StafcT U m/i® * N,W,2d 620 (Iowa 1984); 

State V. Afcflhirt; 69^.^^|yi9|j*,.1986^ Stateli-Wood. 666 P.2d 
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763 (Mont. 1983); Curtis v. Vlotho, 313 N.W.2d 469, 471, fn. 5 (S.D. 
1981); and C.J.S. False Pietenses § 21, 

As above, the prohibitions in section 307 and certain other sec- 
tions of the Act were written as prohibitions of unfair or unjust 
practices. In so writing those prohibitions, Congress had in mind 
the futility, in regulating a dynamic and changing industry, of 
specifying every act which should be prohibited, and intended, by 
those prohibitions and the provisions for administrative proceed- 
ings, to delegate broad discretion to the Secretary, subject to judi- 
cial review to prevent abuse, to determine from time to time what 
specific acta would be prohibited. This is clear in the following re- 
marks in the debates on the Act, as 61 Cong. Rec. 1887: 

Mr. Anderson. * * * 

It was asserted by the gentlemen who preceded me, to 
whom I have referred, that if there was to be a regulation 
of this industry it should be in direct prohibitions of law. 

We have been trying direct prohibitions of law for more 
than 100 years. They have proven absolutely inadequate 
for the regulation of industries as large and as industrially 
powerful as these with which we are now dealing. 

Industry is progressive. The methods of industry and of 
manufacture and distribution change from day to day, and 
no positive iron-olad rule of law can be written upon the 
statute books which will keep pace with the progress of in- 
dustry. So we have not sought to write into this bill arbi- 
trary and iron-clad rules of law. We have rather chosen to 
lay down certain more or less definite rules, rules which 
are sufficiently flexible to enable the administrative au- 
thority to keep pace with the changes of methods in distri- 
bution and manufacture and in industry in the coun- 
try. ” * * 

See discussion, Chevron, U.S.A,, Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense, 

U.S. , 104 S. a. 2778, 2781 et seq,, reh. den,, U.S. 

, 106 S. Ct. 28 (1984). 

Our reasoning for interpreting the prohibitions on unfair or 
unjust practices to include dealers' buying livestock while insol- 
vent, or by use of checks drawn on insufficient funds, without dis- 
closing such facts to sellers, should be obvious from what happened 
in this case. Such a buyer, whatever his high hopes and good inten- 
tions, subjects sellers to the risk of failure of the buyer’s venture. 
That risk ought to be borne by the buyer, and by others if they can 
be found to undertake that^ ‘risk willingly and without being de- 
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oeived for whatever their prospects of a profit from the venture if 
It succeeds, If such a buyer does not have and cannot asaonilile re. 
sources efficient to pay for livestock, and a seller does not, willing, 
ly and without being deceived, undertake that risk such ns b*v 

hfooT?bT°\“ J’uy them To 

mpose that risk on unsuspecting sellers is an injustice to such 6ol|. 

tio^'irtlfar ^ subject to the Act is a quts- 

bon of that persona current iiabiiities and current assets (H 

^— 23 Ag Dec. 1074, aff'd. Bowman v. United sZToZ. 

499 6mTdS d ^iT'Tu Producers, Inc.. 426 P. Sapp 
1 ’ 4 . u ' 1 . ’ otherwise insolvent buyer is not itiarfp 

navmpnf^ ^ '’u advances of funds mid rl 

payments are under the control of the lender. This is a matter of 

ennni"°^ law; note that checks drawn on the Elkton checking ac- 
count were returned to Mr. Arnzen and the Montana ranchoi/at a 

her, J b ■; ™®°^ds showed a 'le nd is 

^ ^ transfer $169,900 from the EJkton 

fn oSwr insoflTh® " 

an Otherwise insolvent buyer is not made solvent by an nrrnnirc* 

vance* agaLs?'such“®‘^' consignment, or I 

th™ t “ ^ P™aeeds, to cover NSP checks used to obtain 

free mS t “wh “ ^ i>u 

tw» ^ ‘■®™®'" •» be resold in such n market 

fo^iktoMn alUhp substance that he was acting as ngert 
personal liahiUf f ^^^^sactions involved in these proceedings. Ilia 
be the same wlfp+h Montana ranchers would 

venturer with Pllrf acting for himself alone, as a joint 

part actine either *^***^» or wrongdoing on his 

^nT^stm^^Ar I or through others. See Eestatemenl. 
^gency 2d §§343, 344, and 348, reading in pertinent part as fol- 

otherwise a tort is not 
«*• on account of the princi- 

to. liability, as he.wOuId be for 
nw own .personal fcoilduct, for the consequences of an* 
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other's conduct which I’esults from his directions if, with 
knowledge of the circumstances, he intends the conduct, or 
its consequences * * * * 

[§ 348.] An agent who • * * knowingly assists in the com- 
mission of tortious fraud or duress by his principal or by 
others is subject to liability in tort to the injured person 
although the fraud or duress occurs in a transaction on 
behalf of the principal 

See also Rochester Methodist Hosp. v. Travelers Ins. Co., 728 F.2d 
1006, 1012 (8 C. 1984); Bechtel v. Liberty Nat. Bank, 634 F.2d 1336, 
1339, fn. 6 (9 C. 1976); McAlvain v. General Ins. Co. of America, 97 
Idaho 777, 654 P.2d 966 (1976); Haafke v. Mitchell, 847 N.W.2d 381 
(Iowa 1984); McCarty v. Lincoln Green, Inc., 620 P.2d 1221 (Mont. 
1980); and Bettelyoun v. Sanders, 90 S.D. 559, 243 N.W.2d 790 
(1976). If Mr. Mulso did not know that Elkton was insolvent, he cer- 
tainly knew that he was obtaining livestock by issuing NSF checks 
in the hope of covering them later, and that the sellers who re- 
ceived those checks did not know this or consent to it. 

Mr. Mulso will not be held liable to The Miller Colony, Inc. since 
the allegations of its sale and failure of payment were denied by 
him in his answer and not established by evidence, 

Mr. Van Dyke is also personally liable to Mr. Arnzen and the 
Montana ranchers for the wrong that was done to them by persons 
acting in the name of Elkton and by use of NSF checks drawn on 
the Elkton checking account. He was President of that firm and 
(Sioux Falls Tr. 165-6, 171) he knew that livestock was being 
bought in the name of that firm while it was insolvent, and^ with 
checks on the Elkton checking account which were drawn on insuf- 
ficient funds in the hope of covering them later, and did nothing to 
stop it. "As a major corporate officer [he] could not avoid liability 
by emulating the three fabled monkeys, hearing, seeing and speak- 
ing no evil." Briggs TYansp. Co. v. Starr Sales Co., Inc., 262 N.W.2d 
806, 811-2 (Iowa 1978). See also Kizzier v. United States, 698 F.2d 
1128, 1131-3 (8 C. 1979); Smith v. Great Basin Grain Co., 98 Idaho 
266, 661 P.2d 1299, 1811-2 (1977); Poulsen v. Treasure State Indus- 
tries, Inc., 626 P.2d 822, 829 (Mont. 1981); Bettelyoun, supra; and 
AraJwr2d Corporations §§ 1382 et seq. 

The issue of liability to the Corn Exchange Bank of Elkton, Mr. 
Mulso, Sirloin; Inc., or any combination thereof (that bank did not 
claim against, Mr. Van Dyke herein), so far as is shown in the 
record; is not sufficiently related to the business of buying and sell- 
ing livestock to be properly the concern of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture under the reparation provisions of the Act, Elkton was only a 
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depositor and a borrower as to that bank, and its livestock business 
was purely incidental to its business with that bank. Mr. Mulso 
and Sirloin, Inc. were only acting in the name of Elkton, a dojwsi- 
tor and borrower, as to that bank. However the issue of liability to 
that bank of Mr. Den Herder is a question of market agency dispo- 
sition of proceeds of sale of consigned livestock, which is very clear- 
ly a matter regulated under the Act. United States v. Domhnt 
5ros., 59 F.2d 1019 (8 C, 1932). Section 309 of the Act provides for 
filing of a reparation complaint by "Any person complaining of 
anything done or omitted to be done by any stockyard owner, 
market agency, or dealer • • * in violation of the provisions of 
sections • * * ao7 * ^ The phrase “any person” clearly in- 
eludes a bank. In summary we have jurisdiction over a reparntion 
claim filed by a bank, against a person subject to the reparation 
provisions of the Act, as to matters regulated under the Act. 

All complainants claims against Mr. Den Herder personally are 

baaed on his direction to issue the book of blank forms which wore 

used for the Mulso instruments, his later refraining from recalling 

that book, his orders to dishonor such instruments numbered 19. 

and 22, and his transfer of the net proceeds, of the sales in the 

week ending December 17, of livestock consigned to Tri-State in the 

name of Elkton and not specifically identified as their own and re- 

fanned by unpaid sellers, from the special account in the North- 

es ern ate Bank to the Montana Department of Livestock 

arand Enforcement Division. All those actions were taken by him 

^ behalf of Tri-State but, as shown above in 

him from r °K-rf Dyke, this does not immunize 

him from liability in and of itself. 

State^o7s^°th^n^t^f ’ Second Judicial Circuit, 

cW B^nk w Clorn Ex- 

but from wh t- ^ record of that court proceeding 

wat’ th^tw h basis for that liability 

Tr^ Mu^n«r the three dishon- 

conversion of transfer of proceeds was a 

opinion about the is^lTr^aity of ^ expreaa any 

^bout that 

Tl3 ( 19791 ' ^ Mercantile Exchange v. Deak- 

Ricci V. ChirniM 
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Mr. Arnzen, or the Montana ranchers. What we hold is that, what- 
ever the liability of Tri-State on the basis of the record of that 
court proceeding, personal liability of Mr. Den Herder is not estab- 
lished by the record of these administrative proceedings. 

As above the record shows the following. Mr. Den Herder as 
President of and on behalf of Tri-State agreed to issue a draft book 
to facilitate advances against consigned livestock. What he directed 
to be issued was a draft book, not a checkbook, and what he be- 
lieved at the times material herein had been issued was a draft 
book, not a checkbook. Such printed forms were issued, and such 
instructions were given to Mrs. Mulso for signing them, as were in- 
consistent with his direction to issue a draft book. Also “uncollect- 
ed funds" was marked on Mulso instrument number 19. These 
latter actions were taken, not by wrongdoing of Mr. Den Herder, 
but by mistakes of others about which he learned only after De- 
cember 17. (We note that “uncollected funds" was also marked on 
such instrument number 21, and that "payment stopped was 
marked on number 22, we know not by whom or why.) As ex- 
plained hereinafter, so far as is shown in the record of these ad- 
ministrative proceedings, Mr. Den Herder’s order to issue a 
book was not unlawful, his orders to dishonor such instruments 19, 
21 and 22 were issued without reason to doubt that they were 
lawful, and his transfer of proceeds to the Brand Enforcement Divi- 
sion was entirely lawful. 

Issuance of a draft book to facilitate advances against consigned 
livestock is a common practice among livestock market agencies 
selling on commission. We take official notice of this; see also the 
Maly decisions, infra. The record shows that Tri-State in this con- 
nection was receiving animals on consignment, making advances 
against them through what Mr. Den Herder thought was a draft 
book of a sort commonly used in the industry, selling them, and re- 
mitting the net proceeds; in themselves none of such actions would 
be unusual for such enterprises as Tri-State, livestock market ag^- 
cies selling on commission. As above the record shows that the 
book of blank forms was used as part of a program violative of the 
Act, buying livestock without the funds to pay for them and issuii^ 
NSF checks in the hope of covering them with the proceeds, or ad- 
vances against the proceeds, of sale of the livestock on consign- 
ment. From that misuse of the book of blank forms, a conclusion 
that Mr. Den Herder directed the issuance of the book for the pur- 
pose of such misuse does not follow, Mr. Den Herder admitted to 
an “operating assumption” of such mbuse. However, the only basis 
for that ' assumption shown in the record would be losses which he 
knew had been sustained on “forward contracts ' with Tri-State, 
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r.e before a person in Mr. Den Herder's nofilM/m 

g r. • • ■ w .^Tg',r.'‘^Vi.S *■ £t.'! 

fr ,ss‘?r ? “•bS7.s'‘jz“s; 

i=3E~- r 

orders buf j ^ personally liable for such 

orders, but the record contains additional support for such a find- 

me'Il'l^ber^Ts for'^wSof 

were animds conrfl ji • ’ D®<!e™ber 10, there 

yard sufficient to^^^!!* ‘*’® Tri-State 

not generally oblieed ndvance, but a market agency is 

Stock as such CJS advance against consigned live- 

thatwM thfdavof th! "T previously explained, 

counts with Mr. MuIto 

for the net proceeds of boI *eir established routine called 

ted that day orSnfxt and'r® Previous Friday to be remit- 
next day by phonine Mrs’ '"'aa done the 

inetrumrat for the “p"®® the execution of an 

number 20 which “P®** proceeds, $689,810.93, 

ceeds whth loiSd “ •“‘'p'' ®®p‘ ®P®b pr^ 

count in the Com Exchnnir ” Elkton checking 0 ^ 

honored, wL “'’f "“'"’’P" 
day. Also, just as tho nm ®‘;count under number 20 the next 
18 were d^iucted fwiTth of instruments numbered 16, 17 and 
thp anio^ t^^Titt^Tr®'^ ‘•'Pt 'veek, in figuring 

bwsn deduced by the ammi’ .^® PP’PPPt of number 20 would have 
honored, C ‘he latter had been 

were not caused br the diBl.*^ Arnten and the Montana ranchers 
Change CHd nrt 

checks drawn on .thA account of honoring 

awn «Q the JJIkton- oheokinx account in reliance on 
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number 19 since, as shown on the Elkton checking account state 
ment, after the credit of the amount of number 20, which ws.s paid 
in full, and the debit of all checks then presented for payment, tno 
checking account credit balance was over $200,000, or we in 
excess of the amount of number 19. What reduced the credit bal- 
ance in that checking account thereafter that day was the above- 
mentioned $169,900 entry made by that bank in its records. ^ 

When Mr. Den Herder issued his order to dishonor Mulso 
ment number 21 for $882,939.10 on Wednesday, December H), ho 
testified credibly, there were not sufficient cattle consigned in the 
name of Elkton and in the Tri-State yard to cover it. If Mr. Mulso 
had reported to him, or "turned in" in his phrase, in a phone call 
after the instrument was deposited in the Corn Exchange Bank on 
Monday the 13th, cattle on the road sufficient to cover it, thiH 
would not make any difference in the liability for dishonoring it be* 
cause, as above, a market agency is not generally obliged to inako 
an advance against consigned livestock as such. Also, as above, 
Wednesday the 15th was the day he first heard from others that 
that bank had dishonored Elkton checks which had been issued for 
livestock. The record does not show the times of day when he heard 
this and when he issued the order to dishonor the instrument; if ho 
heard this before he issued that order, no one could expect him to 
rely on. cattle reported as on the road but not yet there to cover an 
advance. 

When Mr. Den Herder issued his order to dishonor Mulso instru- 
ment number 22 for $147,878.96 on Friday, December 17, the cattle 
then consigned in the name of Elkton and in the Tri-State yard 
were clearly subject to adverse claims which i*emained to be re- 
solved so they could not cover an advance. 

In these proceedings much was made of Mr. Den Herder's "oper- 
ating assumption" that Elkton was obtaining livestock with NSl' 
checks in the hope of covering them later and that the Corn Ex- 
change Bank was paying such checks on the uncollected funds rep- 
resented by the Mulso instruments. On the basis of that "operating 
assumption” it was urged that he must have known that his throe 
orders to dishonor such instruments would cause failures of pay- 
ment for livestock consigned in the name of Elkton to Tri-Stnto for 
sale, and against which those instruments were drawn, and would 
cause that bank to lose the amounts of such checks paid. To urge 
this is to disregard the fact that Tri-State did not retain the net 
proceeds of sale of such livestock. Through instrument 20 for 
$589,310.98, the net proceeds of the sales of such livestock in the 
week ending December 10, against which instrument 19 for 
$169,468.82 was drawn, were paid into the Elkton checking account 
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livestock m the week ending December 17, against which insLti 
ments 21 for $882,939.10 and 22 for $147,878.96 were drown wor 

knoZlha?? that Mr. Den Herder should ha. 

inr«. w " ? ^ instruments woul< 

cause such failures of payment for livestock and such losses, thi 
operating assumption" is not a basis 

The transfer of the $789,616.06 net proceeds, of the sales in th, 
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™ 2d ed.§ 471; and Palmer, 


The law 



i> 3.16, and 4.16. 



URBAN ARNZEN v. ELKTON LIVESTOCK. INC, 
Volume 44 Number 7 


2001 


This is not to interpret the Act by its own force alone as provid" 
ing a trust of such funds as against a secured creditor of Ellcton- 
Such a holding, in In re Samuels & Co., Inc., 483 F.2d 567 (S 
1973), in which that Court referred to “a trust imposed by remeditY 
statute,” was reversed in Mahon v. Stowers, 416 U.S. 100 
That was private litigation to which the Secretary and the United 
States were not parties. The published decisions in that litigation 
(see also 510 F.2d 139 and 526 F.2d 1238) show that the parties ciici 
not raise and the courts did not consider the issue whether, whei'^ tx 
person subject to the Act obtains animals by violation of the Act, « 
constructive trust is provided by other authority outside the Act. 

If those proceeds had fallen into the possession of a person wHo 
gave value, without notice of the wrong done to such sellers, it 
would have been a different matter. However that did not 
and neither the Corn Exchange Bank nor Elkton ever obtained pos- 
session of those proceeds so far as the record shows. As previously 
stated, as to what was done with the particular animals obtained 
from Mr. Arnzen and the Montana ranchers, the record is iitcoii" 
elusive. Also it does not show the sources of the animals sold t>y 
Tri-State for the account of Elkton in the week ending DecemlJor 
17, except that they all had come from Montana. Mr. Hegerfeld on 
cross examination testified (Sioux Falls Tr. 426): 

Q. Now, when you demanded it [on December 17], tho 
proceeds, were you told by somebody that the purported, 
owners of these cattle were also demanding the proceeds'? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So that you then knew that there were unpaid seller 
producers of livestock looking for the same proceeds? 

A. Yes. 

■Q. If you got the proceeds, you were going to keep them, 
weren’t you? 

A. Yes. 

Q, You weren't going to pay the guys that owned the 
cattle? 

A. No. 

Also, as above, that bank dishonored, just before December lY, 
checks drawn on the Elkton checking account which showed, on 
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their faces that they had been issued for livestock, Tluis, concur 
mg whether in fact all those animals had been paid foi- by Kbit: 
and there was no adverse interest in any of them, or this b 
lieved or asserted by that bank erroneously but in gowl failh, 0 
record does not support any such finding. 
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of those cases, which contain some important differences from the 
facts of these ones. See for the facts our administrative decisions 
which were affirmed in those court decisions, Hays Livestock v. 
Maly Livestock, 29 Ag. Dec. 216, 423, 788 (1970); Rush County Sale 
Co. V. Maly Livestock, 29 Ag. Dec. 386, 653, 922 (1970); Plainville 
Livestock V. Maly Livestock, 29 Ag. Dec. 393, 652, 920 (1970); and 
Rice V. Wilcox, 34 Ag. Dec. 1661, 36 Ag. Dec. 212 (1976). Those 
cases, like these ones, involved livestock bought by dealers and sold 
on consignment by market agencies. The market agencies were 
held liable to the unpaid sellers. However the market agencies re- 
tained the proceeds which, in the events in dispute in these cases, 
Tri-State did not. 

In Hays the dealer purchased livestock from the complainant- 
sellers and gave in payment drafts drawn on the market agency, 
which sold the livestock, dishonored the drafts, and kept the pro- 
ceeds. We held the market agency liable, not on the basis of issu- 
ance of a draft book, but on the basis of other actions of its officers, 
advice given directly to a complainant that such drafts would be 
honored, a promise given directly to a complainant to phone back 
if such drafts would not be honored and failure to do so, and ap- 
pearances in person with the dealer at complainants' sales when 
the dealer used such drafts to make purchases. These actions, not 
issuance of a draft book, were what we held to have induced the 
complainant-sellers to rely on the market agency and clothed the 
dealer with apparent authority to purchase cattle and draft on it. 
We added in the Hays decision, 29 Ag. Dec. at 222, “Furthermore, 
[market agency] knew that the livestock had not been paid for 
when it retained the proceeds of resale,” and similar findings in 
the other decisions, 29 Ag. Dec. at 392 and 399. The Tenth Circuit 
affirmed our result. It wrote, 498 F.2d at 932, 33 Ag. Dec. at 1131: 

* * * The Secretary in our case relied upon an estoppel 
theory in much the same way [a reference to Branscome, 
infra]. And [market agency] argues that there can be no 
estoppel here for want of the requisite reliance on the rep- 
resentations incident to the drafting practice. The Secre- 
tary also held, however, that it was unjust and unreason- 
able for [market agency] to retain the proceeds from the 
resale of livestock with knowledge that the shippers of the 
livestock had not been paid. We are persuaded by this rea- 
soning and hence do not reach the issue of estoppel.' 

Such action other than issuance of the book of blank forms, to 
induce the complainants to rely on Tri-State and to clothe Elkton 
or Mr. Mulso with apparent authority to act for Tri-State, and such 
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retention of proceeds by Tri-State, are not shown in the record of 
these proceedings. 

Rice, contrary to some language in the Eighth Circuit decision, 
did not involve dishonor of any instrument. In that case the dealer 
had been buying livestock from complainants and paying for them 
a week later with checks issued by the market agency. For tho two 
purchases in dispute, there was no check issued. The market 
agency was held hable to the complainant-sellers on account of the 
cattle purebred in one of the transactions but not the other. Tim 
transaction in which^ the market agency was held liable was tho 
one in which he retained the proceeds of sale of the animals. The 
Rice administrative decision contains the following, 34 Ag Doc nt 
16o2etseq.: “ 


[market agency] and [dealer] 
settled peir account and [market agency] retained the pro- 
ceeds of sale of the cattle which [dealer] had consigned to 
him for sale that day, [market agency] knew that a sub- 
stantial proportion of [dealer's] purchases, for approxi^ 
mately six months, had been paid for by checks drawn on 

aMnPvl^T”?u^ Therefore, if [market 

g cy] did not have actual knowledge that some or all of 

froVrd fli consignment 

Ld were S’ S r r" ealea 

noticl nf at 'aast had timely 
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er the" a further investigation to ascertain wheth- 

there was an adverse interest in the cattle 


* * >* 


tion 307 of Jhe Tt “ violation of sec- 
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[delrl evenTf a by 

owed by [dealer to °f debts previously 
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and unpaid-for or with «meT S’" 
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Ag. ®“y It wrote, 680 F.2d at 689, 89 
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The hearing officer concluded that [market agency] knew 
or should have known that the cattle had not been paid 
for by [dealer], that he had not notified [complainant-sell- 
ers] prior to the sale of his intention to not loan money to 
[dealer] for the purchase, and that he nevertheless re- 
tained the proceeds of the sale. ' 

As above, such retention of proceeds by Tri-State is not shown in 
the record of these proceedings. 

It should be understood in reading those appellate decisions that 
each of them involved an issue whether we have jurisdiction to 
order payment of reparation on account of a single transaction. On 
this see discussion in Mid-South Order Buyers, Inc. v. Platte Valley 
Livestock, Inc., 210 Nebr. 382, 316 N.W.2d 229, 41 Ag. Dec. 48 
(1982). See also Neugebauer v. Ryken, Civ. 74-4018, U.S.D.C., D. So. 
Dak., So. Div., 1976, 34 Ag. Dec. 1712. That issue has not arisen in 
these proceedings. 

The Corn Exchange Bank also relied on Branscome v. 
Schoneweis, 361 F.2d 717 (7 C. 1966). See also the administrative de- 
cision which was affirmed therein, Grenada Livestock Exchange v. 
Schoneweis, 21 Ag. Dec. 1105 (1962). That case involved cattle or- 
dered by one Woodrum to be shipped to a market agency where 
they were sold in Woodrum’s name. It was undisputed that re* 
spondente Woodrum and Schoneweis were partners in the market 
agency. Schoneweis contended that the purchase in question had 
been made by Woodrum for his own account and not for the part- 
nership. Schoneweis was held jointly liable with Woodrum to com- 
plainant-sellers for the price of the cattle ordered by Woodrum on 
the basis of remarks Schoneweis had made directly to complain- 
ants, and checks on the partnership bank account which 
Schoneweis had previously written to complainants for livestock or- 
dered by Woodrum, creating a partnership by estoppel. There are 
no such facts about Tri-State in the record of these proceedings. 

The Corn Exchange Bank also relied on Lewis v. Butz, 612 F.2d 
681 (8 C. 1976). See also the administrative decision which was af- 
firmed therein, Lewis and DeJong, 83 Ag. Dec. 1294 (1974). That 
case involved livestock purchased by one DeJong and shipped to 
one Lewis. The evidence showed clearly that DeJong and Lewis had 
entered into a joint venture agreement to purchase livestock and 
divide the profits equally. Lewis contended that DeJong had made 
the purchase after termination of the venture. DeJong testified 
that he made the purchase pursuant to the joint venture. Certain 
actions of ; Lewis were held to be consistent only with this and in- 
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consistent wUh Lewis' contention. There are no such facte atoiit 
1 n-atate m the record of these proceedings. 

On behalf of Mr. Den Herder certain other defenses wore rniscd 

Zn tbof^s- presented, referring to matters other 

than those discussed herein, which were objeoted-to on gromitia of 
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Elkton line of credit was an attempt, based on that lack of under- 
standing, due to that failure of communication, to transfer funds 
which were not there. As above, on Monday the 13th that bank un- 
derstood that number 19 would not be paid after all, so that the 
Elkton checking account had $159,463.82 less than the bank’s 
records showed it to have, so that the $169,900 entry involved funds 
which were not there, but it failed to reverse any part of that 
$169,900 entry. For that failure the record contains no explanation 
other than the obvious incentive to secure its $169,900 repayment, 
if not from its depositor and borrower, then from the latter’s other 
creditors. 

It further appears that the action of the Corn Exchange Bank 
before Wednesday, December 15, dishonoring checks drawn on the 
Elkton checking account, was what induced some of the unpaid 
persons from whom cattle had been obtained in the name of Elkton 
to atop cattle in transit to Tri-State, and to reclaim cattle consigned 
to Tri-State, and thus burst the bubble which that bank had helped 
to inflate. 

Of course, any amount ordered herein to be paid on account of 
animals obtained in the name of Elkton should be considered paid 
to whatever extent the particular claimant receives payment for 
the same animals from the proceeds paid to the Montana Depart- 
ment of Livestock Brand Enforcement Division or any other source. 

Prejudgment interest is included in the language of section 309(e) 
of the Act, T U.S.C. 210(e), “pay to the complainant the sum to 
which he is entitled.” Our orders to pay prejudgment interest were 
affirmed in Hays and Rice, supra. See also discussion in Rowse, 
supra. Recently, in General Motors Corporation v. Devex Corp., 461 
U.S. 648, 651-3 (1983), the Supreme Court noted that prejudgment 
interest was awarded in successful patent infringement actions 
before the applicable legislation specified a right to it. See also 
Bergkamp v. Carrico, 700 P.2d 98 (Idaho App. 1986); Iowa Code 
§ 635.3; M,C.A. § 27-1-211; and S.D.C.L. § 21-1-11. The rate of such 
interest is taken from the notice published at 46 F.R. 37872, June 
6. 1980. 

This decision and order is the same as a decision and order 
issued by the Secretary of Agriculture, being issued pursuant to 
delegated authority, 7 CFR § 2.36, as authorized by Act of April 4, 
1940, 64 Stat. 81, 7 U.S.C. 460c“460g. See also Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 of 1963, 6 U.S.C., 1976 Ed., appendix pg. 764. 

On a petition to reopen a hearing, to rehear or reargue a pro- 
ceeding, or to reconsider an order, see Rule 17 of the Rules of Prac- 
tice, 9 CFR § 201.117. 
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On a complainant’s right to judicial review of such an order, sei 
6 U.S.C. 702-3 and United States v. IC.C., 337 U.S. 426 (1949), On £ 
respondent’s right to judicial review of such an order, see Mai} 
Livestock Commission v. Hardin et al, 446 F.2d 4, 30 Ag. Dec- lO&i 
(8 C. 1971) and Fort Scott Sale Co., Inc. v. Hardy, 670 F. Supp 1 144 
Ag. Dec (D. Kan. 1983). 

This order constitutes "an order for the payment of money' 
within the meaning of section 309(f) of the Act, 7 U.S.C, 210(1). 
which provides for enforcement of such orders by court action. 

It is requested that copies of all pleadings filed by any party, h 
any subsequent litigation involving this decision and order, bo filed 
with the Packers and Stockyards Division, Office of the General 
Counsel of this Department. It is further requested that, if the con- 
struction of the Act or the jurisdiction to issue this order becomca 
an issue in any such litigation, prompt notice of such fact bo given 
to that Division, so that the question can be taken up whetlicr (he 
United States will participate as intervener or amicus curino in 
support of our construction of the Act and our jurisdiction. 

ORDER 

Within 30 days of the date of this order, respondents Dlklon 
Livestock, Inc., Wes Van Dyke, and David Mulso shall, jointly and 
severally, pay to complainants, with interest at the rate of 13% per 
annum from February 1, 1983, until paid, as follows: 


Urban "Shorty" Arnzen: 
Jack Broadbrooks: 

Boyd Burtch: 

Sandra Burtch: 

Noel Capdeville: 

Darryl Crasco: 

Irene Crasco: 

Luke Crasco: 

Maynard Crasco: 

Orville Jake Crasco: 

Will Crasco: 

Darcie Doney: 

Wanda Doney: 

Ben Fewer: 

James Fewer: 

Loren Fladland: 

Larry Haynes: - ' 

Raymond .Helgeson: 

Carl J. Iverson: 

Bruce Kirkaldie: 

R^uhond J..Knud8Qn: • ^ 

Mdisui^Ranohe^, Inc<: - 
Shawn Meissner: 


$141,29(1.82 
2,822.H8 
G72.(>0 
072, fiO 
28,427.2fi 

11.476.00 
5,000.05 

18,214.05 

258.30 

4d,(;44.a[) 

6,104.20 

1,928.85 

1.994.G0 

10,822.0,5 

7,176.66 

8.188.00 
8.082.01 

40.167.00 

28.007.00 
60,717.10 

4,408.76 

18,862.24 

606.4S 
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Steven Pankratz: 

Jack Quisno: 

Gerald J. "Bud" Walsh, Admr., Estate of Gerald M. 
Walsh: 


3,974.00 

24,921.80 

23,602.90 


In addition to the above, respondents Elkton Livestock, Inc. and 
Wes Van Dyke shall jointly and severally pay to complainant The 
Miller Colony, Inc., with interest thereon at the rate of 13% per 
annum from February 1, 1983 until paid, $8,309.60. 

All complaints are hereby dismissed as to respondent Paul Den 
Herder. 

The complaint of the Corn Exchange Bank is hereby dismissed as 
to respondents Elkton Livestock, Inc., David Mulso, and Sirloin, 

Inc. 

Copies hereof shall be served on the parties. 


16 Cases (See List at End of the Decision) Against B. J. Holmes 
Sales International, Inc., Gary W. Hunt d/b/a Coastal 
Cattle Company, David R. Monell d/b/a Damone Sales & 
Service, and Lloyd Woodruff. P&S Docket No. 6286. et. seq. 
Decided November 8, 1986. 

Dealer—FaUure to pay— Order for the payment of money— Default. 


Complainant, pro se. 
Respondent, pro se. 


Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer, 

DECISION AND ORDER AS TO RESPONDENTS MONELL AND WOODRUFF 


PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

These are reparation proceedings under the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act, 1921, as amended. 7 U.S.a 181 et seq.. by com- 

plaints received on various dates in early 1983, allegi g 
stance failure to pay for livestock purchased. 

Copies of each complaint, and of an report 

by the Packers and Stockyards Administration of this department 
and filed in each proceeding pursuant to f ■ ’ 

were duly served on each respondent. A copy o P 

vestigation report was duly served on each complaman . 

Respondent Woodruff at the time of service of each complmnt 
and investigation report was informed that an answer thereto was 
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required to be filed within 20 days, that failure to file ati umwc-j 
within that time would be deemed an admission of all the 
tions contained in the complaint, and that upon such ftiiliiro the 
file would be forwarded to the Office of the Secretary for isHUfince 
of a default order. No answer was received from Mr, Woodruff. Ac- 
cordingly under Rule 6 of the Rules of Practice, 9 CFK § 202.100 a 
default order may be issued against him in each proceeding biised 
on all evidence in the record including information contniiied in 
the investigation report and evidence received at the oral lumririg, 
Respondente Holmes and Hunt subsequently entere<l bnnknnjlcy. 
Accordingly these proceedings are stayed under 11 U.S.C. 2n2(n)(l) 
as to them. Cross claims of the Holmes firm are in aboyance. The 

went forward only as to claims of the complniriniils 
against Messrs. Monell and Woodruff. 

these were oonsolitlated for 

Droof fn plenditrgM ond 

A I P>^°<=e®dings notwithstanding the Joinl 

Mav 2^0 was hold ca 

Office of the rl ^Tr' J' CMoy of.lic 

represented department No porly wa. 

oeNed.Nfbrirf"efv‘:d"‘''""^ 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

gage<fln^busfness*^lyn all times material heroin cn- 

own account in commerce^ ^’^ livestock for liis 

to pay for such livestock amo^'Sno^sf 


Conplainanl 

Aubin 

Buckley 

Gillette 

Miller 

Morrow 

Schotnp 

Sheldon 

Zehr 


Amount Complainant 

$1,660 Bernat 
1,100 Conway 
660 Hebert 
2,200 Mitchell 
1,000 Patterson 
600 Searl 
1,660 Widrick 
...650 


Aiuount 

000 

5Ci(> 

2,200 

1,1360 

1,S50 

660 


within 90 days complainant was received 

:®:^>'«aliofthe cau9eibf;actiGn alleged therein. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

At the hearing complainants in these proceedings, although duly 
notified, did not appear in person or by counsel or other represent- 
ative, and no evidence was offered or received in support of their 
claims, with one exception, Mrs. Searl, who appeared and testified. 
Respondent Woodruff also, although duly notified, did not appear 
in person or by counsel or other representative. The findings of fact 
are based on the allegations in the complaints deemed to be admit- 
ted by Mr. Woodruff as previously stated, the investigation reports, 
and the testimony received at the hearing. 

Mr. Monell testified that, in all purchases of livestock made by 
him and involved in the 65 cases, he was acting as agent for Mr. 
Hunt and he disclosed this to the sellers. His testimony was credi- 
ble and the record contains no evidence to the contrary. He is not 
liable for the unpaid price of any of such livestock on that basis. 
Sweeney v. Herman Management, Inc., 86 App. Div. 2d 34, 447 
N.Y.S. 2d 164 (2 Dept. 1982). 

On possible liability of Mr. Monell in court under his surety bond 
see United States IHd. <fe G. Co. v. Clover Creek Cattle Co., 92 Idaho 
889, 452 P. 2d 993 (1969) and Arnold Livestock Sales Company, Inc. 
V. Pearson, 883 F. Supp. 1319 (D. Nebr. 1974). 

Mr. Monell testified that in all the transactions involved in these 
proceedings, respondent Woodruff purchased the livestock for 
resale to Mr. Hunt. Mr. Monell's testimony was credible and the 
record does not contain any evidence to the contrary. 

Mr. Woodruff as a dealer violated the Act, committing an unfair 
or unjust practice within the meaning of the Act, in buying live- 
stock and failing to pay for it. Section 409 of the Act, 7 U.S.C. 228b 
and Vance v. Meed, 496 F. Supp. 862, 39 Ag. Dec. 1117 (M.D. Tenn., 
Nashville Div. 1980). 

The complaint of Mr. Tabolt was received on March 23, 1988, 
more than 90 days after December 22, 1982, the date of the transac- 
tion alleged in it. The Act at section 309, 7 U.S.C. 210 requires such 
a complaint to be filed within 90 days after the cause of action ac- 
crues. We have no basis for a finding that we have Jurisdiction in 
Mr. Tabolt’s case, 

This decision and order is the same as a decision and order 
issued by the Secretary of Agriculture, being issued pursuant to 
delegated authority, 7 CFR § 2.36, as authorized by Act of April 4, 
1940, 64 Stat. 81, 7 U.S.C. 460c-4B0g. See also Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 of 1963, 6 U.S.C,, 1976 ed., app. p. 764. 

On a petition to reopen a hearing, to rehear or reargue a pro- 
ceedihg; or to reconsider an order, see Rule 17 of the Rules of Prac- 
tice, 9 CFR § 202.117. 
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U.b.u 702-3 and United States v. IC.C., 337 U.S. 420. On n le- 
spondents right to judicial review of such an order see Maly Iki 
st^k Commission v. Hardin et al, 446 F.2d 4, 30 Ag. Dec. 1003 (8 C, 
1971) and Fort Scott Sale Co., Inc. v. Hardy, 570 F. Supp 1144 
Ag.Dec (D. Kan. 1983). ' ' ' 

wkMn' ’■ f°>- the payment of motKy" 

within the meaning of section 309(0 of the Act. 7 USC! tim 

which provides for enforcement of such orders by court action . 

It IS requested that copies of all pleadings filed by any party in 

^tVthfp'T involving this decision and order! ho HJed 

Stockyards Division, Office of the ticncrol 

In i^rifanvsM h ri °'-der becomes 

to th^? n • • ^ such litigation, prompt notice of such fact be given 

vnm t win ‘'p "”-thm. 

urutea owtes will participate as htervenor or amicus cuvinn U 
support of our construction of the Act and our juriSon 

ORDER 

In'nZ'’!.“"‘,"‘'“'’’ “ hereby dismissed, 

tified in the auLhed\°f complainants in the proceodinga Won- 

«.<</h/aDamo„tt,e:idrvi:a.'^ «' 

ruff ahlu pay* to comn/*^* f ^loyd Wood- 

thereonatthLateTlsrr ** ‘’"r"' ‘°S®‘her with inleresl 
paid: ^ annum from February 1, I!)H3 until 


Complainant 

Aubin 

Buckley 

Gillette 

Miller 

Morrow 

Schomp 

Sheldon 

Zehr 


Amount Complainant 

$1,550 Bernat 
1,100 Conway 
060 Hebert 
2,200 Mitchell 
1,000 Patterson 
600 Searl 
1,660 Widrick 
660 


Anwuni 

$2,600 

1)00 

661) 

2,200 

l.()50 

1,360 

sno 


Monell and W(^^uff! the complainants and Messrs. 


P&S Docket No. 6296 


OP CASES 
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J, Maurice Aubin v, B, J. Holmes Sales International, Inc,, Gary W. 
Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattle Company, David R. Monell d/b/a 
Damone Sales & Service, and Lloyd Woodruff Jr. 

P&S Docket No. 6343 

Stephen N. Bernat v. B. J, Holmes Sales International, Inc,, Gary 
W. Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattle Company, David R. Monell d/b/a 
Damone Sales <& Service, and Lloyd Woodruff Jr. 

P&S Docket No. 6344 

'Terry L. Buckley v.B. J. Holmes Sales International, .Inc,, Gary W. 
Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattle Company, David R. Monell d/b/a 
Damone Sales & Service, and Lloyd Woodruff Jr. 

P&S Docket No. 6347 

John P. Conway v. B. J. Holmes Sales International, Inc., Gary W. 
Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattle Company, David R. Monell d/b/a 
Damone Sales & Service, and Lloyd Woodruff Jr. 

P&S Docket No. 6294 

Thomas C. Gillette v. B. J. Holmes Sales International, Inc., Gary 
W. Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattle Company, David R. Monell d/b/a 
Damone Sales <fe Service, and Lloyd Woodruff Jr, 

P&S Docket No. 6293 

Sylvio Hebert v. B. J. Holmes Sales Interrtational, Inc., Gary W, 
Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattle Company, David R. Monell d/b/a 
Damone Sales <fe Service, and Lloyd Woodruff Jr. 

P&S Docket No. 6346 

Richard L. Miller v. B. J. Holmes Sales International, Inc., Gary W. 
Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattle Company, David R. Monell d/b/a 
Damone Sales & Service, and Lloyd Woodi'uff Jr. 

P&S Docket No. 6319 

H. Ben Mitchell v. B. J. Holmes Sales International, Inc,, Gary W. 
Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattle Company, David R. Monell d/b/a 
Damone Sales & Service, and Lloyd Woodruff Jr. 

P&S Docket No. 6317 

Richard Morrow v. B. J. Holmes Sales International, Inc., Gary W. 
Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattle Company, David R, Monell d/b/a 
Damone Sales & Service, and Lloyd Woodruff Jr. 

P&S^Docket No. 6286 

Patrick T. Patterson v. B. J, Holmes Sales International, Inc,, Gary 
W. Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattle Company, David R, Monell d/b/a 
Dampne Sales Ss Service, and Lloyd Woodruff Jr. 

P&S Docket No. 6375 
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P&S Docket No. 6289 

P&S Docket No. 6291 

'£tJZTi:.Z iS'r *■'“ '“■• »■ 

P&S Docket No. 6346 

P&S Docket No. 6866 

ff3r iw3“c3.wi ‘kw^c » 

P&S Docket No. 6839 

d/b^%oaBti%am%o^’^ /nternatono?, /hc., Gmy IV. 


DO^ ®®«SIONS ISSUE 

DONALD A. CAMPBELL, JUDICIAL OFFICER 


Complainant, pro ae. 

Respondent, pm ae. 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

;^-^biddi„, at , 
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Copies of the complaint, and of an investigation report prepared 
by the Packers and Stockyards Administration of this Department 
and filed in this proceeding pursuant to the Rules of Practice, were 
served on respondent on September 23, 1983. A copy of the investi- 
gation report was served on complainant on September 24. An 
answer and request for oral hearing was received from respondent 
on October 17. A copy thereof was served on complainant on De- 
cember 5. No issue was raised about timeliness of the answer. 

An oral hearing as requested was held on April 6, 1984 in Pratt, 
Kansas before John J. Casey of the Office of the General Counsel of 
this Department. Complainant appeared without counsel. Respond- 
ent appeared by David G, Daniel, Manager, without counsel. Four 
witnesses testified. No exhibits were received. No brief was filed. 

It is undisputed that on December 6, 1982, of certain sheep which 
complainant had consigned to respondent for sale, some were sold 
at auction and some were bought by respondent in market support 
transactions. 

Complainant contended that respondent, through its employee 
Dwayne West, guaranteed before the sale that he, complainant, 
would "clear” $26.00 per head net after expenses of sale. We have 
for many years forbidden a market agency to guaranty the price at 
which consigned livestock will be sold. 9 CFR § 201.64. Thus we will 
not order reparation to be paid on the basis of any such guaranty if 
given. 

Complainant testified that respondent through Mr. West 
ised to start bidding at $27.60. It is undisputed that respondent did 
not do so. Witnesses for respondent testified that market conditions 
were such at the time and place of sale that no bid would 
been obtained for the sheep at $27.60, and that the custom of the 
industry is such that, if an auctioneer starts bidding at a particular 
price, and receives no bid at that price, he backs down un i a 
bid is received. That testimony was credible and of course there is 
no assurance that a bid will be received at a particular starting 
price. Complainant obtained the highest price obtainable at auction 
at the time and place at which his sheep were sold, so far as the 


record shows. , • . _ 

A finding that respondent agreed to buy the sheep ' 

plainant, rather than sell them as agent for complainant, is not 

.«««•» 

the sheep were not to be sold but were to be, returned to 

ever, so far as the record shows, he did not. nf Ae- 

This order is the same as an order 

riculture; being issued pursuant to: del^ated; author y, 
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Stat. 81, 7 U.S.(1 

m6e!X^l,t4 No. 2 of 1953, 5 U,S.C., 

oeedll or‘fo ^ ''^^'■‘ng, to rehear or reargue a p,^ 

tice^ 9 CPR § 202“w, “ “ “f P» 

5 SVcmitTr; ■;«!'* ‘oj" review of euch an order, see 
UAC. 702-3 and Umted Stales v. I.C.C., 337 U.S. 426, 

The complaint herein ia hereby diamiased. 

Copies hereof shall be served on the parties 


Stockyards Company of Fargo. P&S 
Docket No. 6257. Order issued November 1, 1986. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, pro se. 




yaJdaVot “’*"8 “"der the Packers and Stock- 

Plaint tUed'crZrh!'' 

ceived on Marrh i 7 n amended complaint was re- 

were delivered to th^ in substance that 16 animals 

Co^rnf f? Th® amount claimed was ? 660 . 80 . 
report prepareVby ?hTpack^ attachmente, and of an investigation 
this Department and filed i ^rv ^^o^l^yards Administration of 

of Pracfice Ter se™i on P™"’*'’’"®' 

of the investieation»l ? '^«®P«'«lent on October 11, 1983. A copy 
T. An answer and ro ^ °n complainant on October 

26 and served on cn^Tf hearing was received on October 

1984. served on respondent on January 24, 

NoThTikoTbefomTTT'’/^^ “ P®''®'’" 

Counsel of this Department General 

sel. Respondent aowsTd T appeared without coun- 

General Manager without m k '‘a President and 

exhibits were rteWed Np^S":^ 

Volves cattle^ loaded ’ onto -M authorization. The case m- 

loaaed onto Mr. JohnsonVitruck at Mr. Reynolds' 
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farm, taken to the Union Stockyards, consigned to a market agency 
there, and sold the next day, December 14, 1982. Mr, Reynolds Sr. 
and Jr. both testified credibly that there were 16 loaded onto the 
truck at the farm. They did not go with them to the stockyard. 

Mr. Johnson did not count the animals either at the farm or 
upon unloading at the stockyard. He unloaded the animals into the 
chute there, tilled out a printed form issued by the stockyard com- 
pany so as to show 15, and left the form in the clip provided for it. 
The chute was not locked or attended. He then departed. 

Mr. Keith Jorgenson, a stockyard employee, testified credibly 
that he counted 14 when he removed the animals from the chute 
where Mr. Johnson had left them, and noted this on the same 
form. Since his count was different from what Mr. Johnson had 
written on the form, he counted them again when he penned them, 
and wrote ''14-rechecked” on the form. 

Mr, Johnson contended that one animal must, have been stolen 
from the chute between the time when he departed and the time 
when Mr. Jorgenson moved them from there to the pens. As an ex- 
planation for the difference in the head counts of the consignor and 
the stockyard company, this of course is reasonable, but it was not 
established by evidence. The only thing certain is that there was a 
difference in the head counts. 

On the above-mentioned form which the stockyard company pro- 
vided and Mr. Johnson used, there was a legend printed that a re- 
ceipt would be furnished if requested. Witnesses for the stockyard 
company testified credibly that this was true, that a receipt would 
have been furnished if requested. Also, Mr. Johnson was the one 
who made the choice to depart instead of remaining until a stock- 
yard company employee counted the animals. In view ® ^ ^ 

seems fair to conclude that the possibility that there would Joe a 
difference in the head counts was a matter in which Mr, Johnson 
decided to take a chance. 

This order is the same as an order issued by the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture, being issued pursuant to delegated authority, 7 0 
§2.35, as authorized by Act of April 4, 1940, M 
450c-460g. See also Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1963, ,6 U.B.O., 
1976 ed., app. p. 764. 

On a petition to reopen a hearing, to rehear or . 

ceeding, or to reconsider ah order, see, Rule 17 of the Rules of Pr 

tice, 9 CFR § 202.117. ^ - " / ' 

On a complainant's right to judicial ® 

U.S.C. 702^3 to v,'/.CG, 337 U.S. 426. 
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Copies hereof shall be served on the parties. 


P&SDoXtN: 6^51 SAnKs PAvtuoN, Inc. 

cRet Mo. 6651. Order issued November 1, 1985. 

Unnald K Banks. Rapid City, South Dakota, for complainant. 

ORDER OP DISMISSAL 

“der the Packers and Stock- 
pWnt was StawhTh A timely com- 

tion involving the shinmenAf r jn connection with a transac- 
A coDv of livestock m interstate commerce, 

Plainan t in its letter of Seri ms'luth “ 

complaint filed herein. dismissal of its 

"'® ““Plaint “ hereby dismissed. 

Copies of thm order shall be served upon the parties. 


Gahy^W "hunt d/h/ ^‘'tEs International, Inc., 

Monell d/h/n d Coastal Cattle Company, David R. 

Gail Snowden. PfeSTN^ eSs' O 

8 ^ 1985 ^cket Mo. 6298. Order issued November 

Complainant, pro se. 

order or DISMISSAL AS W RESPONDENTS MONELL, ISHLER, AND 

KeZk ;ur^S" in substance'SSure to p™y 

by the Packer^ and sCkyatosA^dminl^^N^^^'T Prepared 
and filed in the proceeding . Adininistration of this Department 

duly served on each Practice, were 

was duly served on 'Com^inant investigation report 

f “r entered bankruptcy, 

y toe prowdmg,^ y U,S,C. 862(aXU as to 
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them. The cross claims of the Holmes firm are in abeyance. The 
proceeding went forwrd only as to the Southworth claim against re- 
spondents Monell, Ishler and Snowden, and the Snowden claim 

against Mr. Monell. vj j 

A total of 65 related cases including this one were consolidated 
for hearing, the rights of the parties turning on the pleadings and 
proof in their respective proceedings notwithstanding the joint 
trial. AmJur2d Actions §§ 156 et seq. The oral hearing was held on 
May 20, 1985 in Syracuse, New York before John J. Casey « 
General Counsel of this Department. No party was represented by 
counsel. Six witnesses testified. No exhibits were received. No brief 
was received. 

At the hearing complainant Southworth and respondents Ishler 
and Snowden although duly notified did not appear in person or by 
counsel or other representative, and no evidence was offered or re- 
ceived in support of the claim of Mr. Southworth or the cross claim 
of Ms. Snowden. 

The evidence in the record, that is, the investigation report, is 
not sufficient to support the Southworth claim against Ms. 
or Ms. Snowden. What is in the investigation report about those 
two respondents reflects at most the allegations of Mr. Southworth. 

The record contains no evidence whatever in support of the 
Snowden claim against Mr. Monell. . 

At the hearing Mr, Monell testified that, in all purchases of live- 
stock made by him and involved in the 66 cases, he wm acting as 
agent for Mr. Hunt and he disclosed this to the sellers. His testimo- 
ny was credible and the record contains no evidence to the con- 
trary. He is not liable for the unpaid price of any of such livestocR 
on that basis. Sweeney v. Herman Management, Inc., o PP* iv. 
2d 34, 447 N.Y.S. 2d 164 (2 Dept. 1982). 
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missed as to Mr. Moiiell. ' ™ ®''®wdeii is dij 

Ms^Z?er’'a^rMf Snotder''®'' “"'Pl^'mant, Mr. Monelf, 


W- Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattl. CdM- 

November 8, 1986, 

John J. Casey, Presiding Officer 

SfpoX"'”- Vork, for complainant. 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL AS TO RESPONDENT PRATT 

yards7ct/l92Tas 7 

plaint received in early 19SS niu®-^' V®'’" 

for livestock purchased ’ P»y 

by the Packers and'st7k’ a*j®" ‘"''®stigation report prepared 
and fded in the prieedinT'^® Administration of this Department 
duly served on eLh reaDon7?''7 Practice, were 

was duly served on complaMant' investigation report 

“s'Srr'’ “fr ^ 

for hearing, the rights of tho consolidated 

proof in their refpectl^^^^^ 

trial. 

May 20, 1985 in SvracuS M hearing was held on 

Office of the GenerarCoun^^l'^ 7^? 

represented by counsel Siv w*f Department. No party was 
ceived. No brief was received * testified. No exhibits were re- 

though duly^il^fifi^did Hitchcock and respondent Pratt al- 
other representative and no person or by counsel or 

^'‘P^rtofMr. Hitohiock'sclaim. or received in 

n* " 
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This order is the same as an order issued by the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture, being issued pursuant to delegated authority, 7 CFR 
§ 2.35, as authorized by Act of April 4, 1940, 64 Stat, 81, 7 U.S.C. 
450c-450g. See also Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, 5 U.S.C., 
1976 ed., app. p. 764. 

On a petition to reopen a hearing, to rehear or reargue a pro- 
ceeding, or to reconsider an order, see Rule 17 of the Rules of Prac- 
tice, 9 CFR § 202.117. 

On a complainant's right to judicial review of such an order see 5 
U.S.C. 702-3 and United States v. IC.C., 337 U.S. 426. 

The claim of Mr. Hitchcock is dismissed as to Mr. Pratt. 

Copies hereof shall be served on Mr. Hitchcock and Mr. Pratt. 


William A. Bossard, William W. Bossard, and Donald R. Bos- 
SARD d/b/a Will-Tri Farms y. Gary W. Hunt d/b/a Coastal 
Cattle Company, David R. Monell d/b/a Damone Sales & 
Service, and Gail Snowden. David R. Monell d/b/a Damone 
Sales & Service v. B. J. Holmes Sales International, Inc. 
Gail Snowden u. Same. B. J. Holmes Sales International, 
Inc. V. H. Peter Sinclair. P&S Docket No. 6377. Donald 
Tiede V. B. J. Holmes Sales International, Inc., Gary W. 
Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattle Company, David R. Monell d/b/ 
a Damone Sales & Service, and Gail Snowden. P&S Docket 
No. 6335. Order Issued November 8, 1986. 

Complainant, pro ae. 

Respondent, pro ae. 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL AS TO RESPONDENT MONELL 

These are reparation proceedings under the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act, 1921, as amended, 7 U.S.C. 181 et seq., begun by com- 
plaints received in early 1983, alleging in substance failure to pay 
for livestock purchased. 

Copies of each complaint, and of an investigation report prepared 
by the Packers and Stockyards Administration of this Department 
and filed in each proceeding pursuant to the Rules of Practice, 
were duly served on each respondent. A copy of the respective in- 
vestigation report was duly served on each complainant. 

Respondents Holnies and Hunt subsequently 
Accordingly these proceeding are stayed under 11 U.S.C. ^62(aXlJ 
as to them. The cross-claims of the Holmes firm are in awyapce. 
The proceedings went forward, only as to the claims against r. 

Monell. • . ’ 
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het'ing^'tfe^rVhte*'of these were coiisolidatcii fcr 

proof f; their re»eeh-™ 

trial. AmJur2d /IctjoTO >r>^ notwithstanding the joint 

Mav 20 lQ8»i !r» c! hearing was held ot 

OfSr Gene^arSl^" 7“!' ‘if - 

represented by counsel Siir > l^epartment. No party wi^ 

ceived. No brief was receiver No exhibits were le- 

Sntlden alftoughTuW^notf a Tf ReapondGnt 

counsel or other rent P“™" » 

ceived in eup;::t;TSr"cStt“‘' “ “ - 

SnperotlstgllMr.Mifn'^^^^ 

stocrmad^eX^ Mm an^'lf ‘f ‘‘ Purchases of live- 

agent for Mr. Hunt and hA *!! *1?? as 

ny was credible and the r “f®®** sellere. His tesHnio- 

trary. He is not liable for ^ 'he con- 

on that baais. Sweer^y y ®"®h livestock 

2d 34, 447 N.Y.S. 2d 164 °"- 

States^d &*G Co (V h“ ’'on‘> sob 

2d 993 (1969) and ArnnlJT'' “ 0 '“ ®89, 462 P, 

38^P. Supp 13itl Nebr 1 “ 

rioulture, beingtas^uef m f issued by the Secretary of Ag- 
§2.36, aa authoriaed by ITofA ^ f outhority. 7 CFB 
460c-460g. See alao ‘ f ®*o‘' U-S-C- 
1976 ed., app. p. V64. Plo" No. 2 of 1963. 6 US.C., 

oooding. OTto recma^eTan^ rehear or reargue a pro- 

tice, 9 CPR § 202.117 **"’ "*0 Rules of Prac- 

U.S.t^ofs’Md “'■oBoh an order aee 6 

The Boea^ a„g ’• ^37 U.S, 426, 

claims, are dismissed aa ^tn^^****^^* j**' Snowden cross- 

Damone Sales and sSvica. - 

and Mst ^ the complainants. Mr. Moneil 



MISCELLANEOUS 
Volunae 44 Number 7 


292a 


Lloyd Woodruff, Jr, u. B. J. Holmes Sales Internatioi^l, In^, 
Gary W. Hunt d/b/a Coastal Cattle Company, and Da^d k. 
Monell d/b/a Damone Sales & Service. P&S Docket JNo, 
6342. Order issued November 8, 1985. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, pro se. 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL AS TO RESPONDENT MONELL 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Packers and 
yards Act. 1921, as amended. 7 U.S.C. 181 et seq., be^n by a com- 
plaint received in early 1983, alleging in substance failure to pay 
for livestock purchased. 

Copies of the complaint, and of an investigation report 
by the Packers and Stockyards Administration of this 
and filed in the proceeding pursuant to the Rules of Pract , 
duly served on each respondent. A copy of the investigation repo 
was duly served on complainant. 

Respondents Holmes and Hunt subsequently "SaXl) 

Accordingly these proceedings are stayed under • ■ ■, 
as to them. The cross claims of the Holnies firm ar woodruff 
The proceeding went forward only as to the claim 

^^ftlTofrited cases Including this one 

for hearing, the rights of the parties turning on fle^dings ““ 

proof in their respective Proceedings notwithstanding te joint 

trial. AmJur2d Actions §§ 156 et “o'!' ^ j^Casey of the 

May 20, 1985 in Syracuse, New York was 

Office of the General Counsel of *'’‘%°®^™No’eSiibh wL re- 
represented by counsel. Six witnewes testifi ■ 

ceived. No brief was received. although duly notified, 

At the hearing complainant Woodruff, -BDresentative. and 
did not appear in person or by counsel or . 

no evidence was offered or receiv^ in livestock made by 

Mr. Monell testified that, in all pure agent for Mr. 

him and involved in the 66 c^. ^ testimony was credi- 

Hunt and he disclosed this to is.npt 

ble and the record ^ that basis, 

liable for the unpaid price of any of hve^, 2d 34,r447 


Sweeney v. Herman Management Jna 
N.Y.S. 2 d 164 (2 Dept. 1982). 


■iiubAK-Jt-A: 


,Y.S. 2d 164 (2 Dept. 

On possible liab^ty ol Mi Caltle Co., 92 


see United Staif^ Fid & (r C'O v ^ r ,,^toch Saks Compattyj /» 

889. 462 P..2d 993 ,(1969) and J 

V Pearson.: 388: F Supp 1819 (U Ncbr 197 ) 
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Secretary of Ag- 

S2'!'; ’ pursuant to delegated authority, 7 CFR 

1976 ed apS. 761 No. 2 of 1963, 5 U.S.C., 

ce2lint "" ‘® “ hearing, to rehear or reargue a pro- 

U S Of “ “^der see 6 

U.b.C. 702 3 and United States v. IC.C., 387 U.S. 426 

^The ^complaint of Mr. Woodruff is dismissed as to Mr. David R. 
Copies hereof shall be served on Messrs. Monell and Woodruff. 


Ga\°v W Inteunational, Inc,. 

Company, and David R. 

P&S DivW M ^ Service, and Archie Meek. 

&S Docket No. 6352. Order issued November 8, 1986. 

Complainant, pro se. 

SImaoA, SulU^n, Monaco & Smith, Oxford, Now York, for respondent Archie 

ORDER OP DISMISSAL AS TO RESPONDENT MONELL AND MEEK 
vaTdi Act Pf fading under the Packers and Stock- 

for livestock ^rchri ’ 

by the^Packe^ nn7uf°'7’ report prepared 

and filed in the ukyards Administration of this Department 
dulvTerved PP«“«nt to the Rules of PractL, were 

™b®uquently entered bankruptcy, 
ttiem ™der 11 U.S.C. 362(a){l) as to 

M^rerMoLl andfKfc 

fbi this One were consolidated 

the: pleadings and 

notwithstanding, the joint 

■■ 'Oral -hearing was held on 

^1' Casey of the 

lllil^S^i«ttf^fc«Dbbartment No Jrty was 
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represented by counsel. Six witnesses testified. No exhibits were re- 
ceived. No brief was received. 

At the hearing complainant Duell and respondent Meek al- 
though duly notified did not appear in person or by counsel or 
other representative, and no evidence was offered or received in. 
support of their claims. 

The evidence in the record, that is, the investigation report, is 
not sufficient to support the Duell claim against Mr. Meek. What is 
in the investigation report about Mr, Meek reflects at most the al- 
legation of Mr. Duell. 

The record contains no evidence whatever in support of the 
Meek claim against Mr. Monell. 

At the heai’ing Mr. Monell testified that, in all purchases of live- 
stock made by him and involved in the 65 cases, he was acting as 
agent for Mr. Hunt and he disclosed this to the sellers. His testimo- 
ny was credible and the record contains no evidence to the con- 
trary. He is not liable for the unpaid price of any of such livestock 
on that basis. Sweeney v. Herman Management, Inc., 86 App. Dlv. 
2d 34, 447 N.Y.S. 2d 164 (2 Dept. 1982). 

On possible liability in court under his surety bond see United 
States Fid. & G. Co. v. Clover Creek Cattle Co., 92 Idaho 889, 462 P. 
2d 993 (1969) and Arnold Livestock Saks Company, Inc. v. Pearson, 
383 F. Supp. 1319 (D. Nebr. 1974). 

This order is the same as an order issued by the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture, being issued pursuant to delegated authority, 7 CFR 
§ 2.35, as authorized by Act of April 4, 1940, 64 F*"* n .Q r* 
460c”460g. See also Reorganization Plan No. 2 

infra ..J ... '7(2.4 
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DISCIPLINARY DECISIONS 

In re: Stoops and Wilson, Inc. PACA Docket No. 2-6875. Decided 
October 16, 1985. 

Failure to pay promptly— •Publication of the facts— Default. 

Edward M. Silverstein, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro ae. 

Decision by Victor W. Palmer, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION AND ORDER 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a disciplinary proceeding under the Perishable Agricul- 
tural Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. 499a et seq.) 
hereinafter referred to as the “Act”, instituted by a complaint filed 
on July 8, 1986, by the Acting Director, Fruit and Vegetable Dm- 
sion, Agricultural Marketing Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture. It is alleged in the complaint that during the period 
April through September 1984, respondent purchased, received, 
and accepted, in interstate and foreign commerce, from 57 sellers, 
502 lots of fruits and vegetables, all being perishable agricultural 
commodities, but failed to make full payment promptly of the 
agreed purchase prices, in the total amount of $1,691,868.10. 

A copy of the complaint was served upon respondent which com- 
plaint has not been answered. The time for filing an answer having 
run, and upon the motion of the complainant for the issuance of a 
Default Order, the following Decision and Order is issued without 
further investigation or hearing pursuant to section 1.139 of the 
Rules of Practice (7 CFR 1.139). 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. Respondent, Stoops & Wilson, Inc., is a Missouri corporation 
whose address is 11800 West 63rd Street, Shawnee, Kansas 66203 

2. Pursuant to the licensing provisions of the Act, license numbei 
137820 was issued to respondent on January 29, 1962. This licensi 
was renewed annually, but terminated on January 29, 1985, pursu 
ant to Section 4(a) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 499d(a)) when responden 
failed to pay the required annual license fee. 

3. As more fiiUy;, set forth in paragraph 6 of the complain! 
during the period, April through September 1984, respondent pui 
chased, received, and accepted in interstate and foreign commerci 
from 67 sellers, :502 - lots, of fruits and vegetables, all being perisl 
able agricultUi^l;.:ooiiimoditie8; but failed to make full paymer 
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promptly of the agreed purchase prices, in the total amount o 
$1,691,863.10. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Respondent's failure to make full payment Promptly with respect 
to the 602 transactions set forth in Finding of Fact «bove 

constitutes willful, repeated and flagrant violationa of Section 2 of 
the Act (7 U.S.C. 499b), for which the Order below is issued. 

It is noted that although respondent did not file an answer to the 
complaint served upon it and therefore is deemed tohave admitted 
all of the material allegations of the complaint, 7 CFR § 1.13610, 
answers were filed by two persons, Mssrs. Charles Blevin and 
Steven Flosi, each of whom had been notified that he was consid- 
ered to be responsibly connected with the corporate respondent. It 
ia clear that U is the determination that each was responsibly con- 
nected with the respondent and not the merits of the complaint 
against respondent which Mssrs. Blevin and Flosi seek to chal- 
lenge Such^ challenges must be brought pursuant to_ the rubs of 
practice governing such matters which rules of 
at 7 CFR § 47.47. This forum has no jurisdiction to J^ear the chal 
longes by Mssrs. Blevin and Flosi to the determination 

were responsibly connected with the 

CFR § 1.181. Accordingly, the complainant s motion to s 

answers of Mssrs. Blevin and Flosi is granted. 

ORDER 

A finding is made that respondent has commuted « 

grant and repeated violations of Section 2 o ^ 

499b), and the facts and circumstances set forth above, 

'’“comptinant’s motion to strike the answers of Mssrs. Charles 

Blevin and Steven Flosi is granted. , ... necision 

This order shall take effect on the 11th day after this Decision 

becomes final. . . « nv.rtfaA,4iiY*Afl under 

Pursuant to the Rules ef Practice ® 

the Act, this Decision will become final without furthe P “ 
ihss 86 days after service hereof unless appealed to the Secr etary 
by^ party to:the proceeding within 80 days afer 
ed in sectos 1.189 and 1.146 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR 1.189 

and 1.146). * ' r . / 

Copies hereof shall be served upon parties, 
i rrpn,. „„rl nrder became final November 28. 1986. M.J 
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Failure to pay Promplly-Poblicatlon of the facls-DcfauIt. 

Andrew Stanton, for complainant, 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION AND ORDER 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

on June 3 1986 hv iLa n- 4 . by a complaint filed 

Vegetable Divieion. Ag- 
ture. It is allf^apH ^ ’ United States Department of Agricul- 

1983 through January 

accepted, in interstate purchased, received, and 

lotsoffruite“gl^^^^^^ commerce from 10 sellers. S3 
modities. but failed to mak^ f ,n^ Perishable agricultural com- 
purchase priL^n fh» f . ^ promptly of the agreed 

TW, fu L cf $112,962.28. 

fault Order Se follow' issuance of a De- 
ther investigation or Order is issued without fu^ 

of Practice (7 CFR 1 . 139 ) ^ P“^®^eut to section 1.189 of the Rules 

findings of fact 

address 1^106 WeS^Matn^^ Produce, Inc., is a corporation, whose 
2. Pursuant teThl^ Virginia 26601. 

830202 was issued to provisions of the Act, license number 

was reared rnual Ee^^^^ 

during the peri^*Feb^ari983^h^^^Tr^ ^ complaint, 
purchased, received and*^#^/. , 1984, pspondent 

merce, ffbin lO'sellW SS lote n^f and foreign corn- 

perishable agricultural^ vegetables, all being 

_ but failed to make full pay- 

•hat reapondent doea "oot wishU if*?'" ^pendent corporation stating 
Iisciplipiu^ij^ofloijg ^ '■ 'iiirr Isauea find “expreasiy consentlaj to 
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ment promptly of the agreed purchase prices, in the total amount 
of $112,962.28. 


CONCLUSIONS 

Respondent s failure to make full payment promptly with respect 
to the 33 transactions set forth in Finding of Fact No. 3, above, con- 
stitutes willful, repeated and flagi’ant violations of Section 2 of the 
Act U.S.G. 499b), for which the Order below is issued. 

ORDER 

A finding is made that respondent has committed willful, fla- 
grant and repeated violations of Section 2 of the Act (7 U.S.G. 
499b), and the facts and circumstances set forth above, shall be 
published. 

This order shall take effect on the 11th day after this Decision 
becomes final. 

Pursuant to the Rules of Practice governing procedures under 
the Act, this Decision will become final without further proceed- 
ings S6 days after service hereof unless appealed to the Secretary 
by a party to the proceeding within 30 days after service as provid- 
ed in sections 1.139 and 1.146 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR 1.139 
and 1.146). 

Copies hereof shall be served upon parties. 

[This decision and order became final November 30, 1985.--Ed.] 


In re : Christopher R. Simmons d/b/a Greater American Produce 
Co. PACA Docket No. 2-6620. Decided December 4, 1986. 

FalJure to pay promptly—Publlcatlon of the facts. 

Edward M. Silverstein, for complainant. 

Leonard A, Goldman, Los Angeles, Californio, for respondent. 

Decision by Dorothea A. Baker, Administrative Law Judge, 

DECISION AND ORDER 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a disciplinary proceeding under the Perishable Agricul- 
tural Commodities Act, 1980, as amended (7 U.S.G. 499a et seq.\ 
hereinafter referred to as the "Act”), instituted by a complaint 
filed on August 20, 1984, by the Director, Fruit and Vegetable Divi- 
sion, Agricultural Marketing Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture. 
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The complaint alleges that during the period November 19g3 
through April 1984, Respondent failed to make full payment 

P™es. or balances 

thereof, m the total amount of $1,189,877.64 for 384 lots of perish- 
“ntosSrlnT PPd accepted i-u 

nterstate and foreign commerce. A copy of the complaint was 

nW Respondent filed an Answer to tho coni- 

am a certain allegations. Respondent has now filed an 

to eomnlZ'""’' set forth in 

SicieZ a complainant to the entry of a 

ta l 138®of the 1 Therefore, pursuant to Sec 

a on a " f CFR 1.138), the following Deci- 

■on and Order is issued without further procedure or hearing,' 

findings of fact 

®*"'“ona (hereinafter “Respondent”) is an in- 

2S£ss:Tb:.st r*? c " 

2. Pursuant tVth!’ ilJ ^ California D2806. 

780927 was issued to number 

was renewed arnuallv but t "I license 

ant to Section 4(arof^’ho I ^0, 1984, pursit- 

failed to pay the reauired » ° when Respondont 

fl Th. c . annual license fee. 

ject matterTnvIwTd h?ri“n"''^‘““'’” ®“P°"d®Pt and tho sub- 

hy Respondent!* dMW*the'*D m® **"'Pl®'”t ®p< 1 as admitted 
1984, Respondent, failed to Apal 

ers of the agreed purcCe urice promptly to 49 sell- 

amount of $1,189, 8?7 64 forasuTf”?®*®"®®® thereof, in the total 
■nodities, purchased, rereived „ P®™’’?!’*® ®Bricultural com- 

®igii commerce. ' ^ accepted in interstate and for 

CONCLUSIONS 

pinion 2 0^01 ®”‘f ■’epeated viola- 

*Promptly\^'^^-»^99bh by failing to make fitll 

K9f Fact No 4 nbovh^ -Ui t ?''®"®®ction8 set forth in 
- above, for which the Order below Is issued. 



on Jure 19^ " iSWi^'MEd*' to moMor 

xlaRdsponsotheivU 


AnAmcndwIAiii 
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ORDER 

A finding is made that Respondent has committed willful, fla- 
grant and repeated violations of Section 2 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 
499b), and the facts and circumstances set forth above, shall be 
published. 

This order shall become effective on December 9, 1986. 

Copies hereof shall be served upon the parties. 


In j'e: Benchmark Brokerage, Inc. PACA Docket No. 2-7006. De- 
cided December 4, 1985. 

Fnlluro to pay promptly— Publication of the facts. 

Edward M, SUverstein, for complainant. 

Respondent, /jro sc. 

/decision by Dorothea A. Baker, Administrative Law Judge, 

DECISION AND ORDER 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a disciplinary proceeding under the Perishable Agricul- 
tural Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. 499a et seq.; 
hereinafter referred to as the "Act”)* instituted by a complaint 
November 14, 1986, by the Director, Fruit and Vegetable 
Division, Agricultural Marketing Service, United States 
ment of Agriculture. 
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*£dTSLS“'a:,!""r "'■ • "' "” - - 

October 1984 ResMnden; f T7, 

CONCLUSIONS 

««rs5ta?jrK,Cc iir? ??■"•■“ * 

Pindinge of Fact No. 4 above, for which the Order below is issued 

ORDER 

granf and reBerte?vfrV^^°‘’°f‘‘®'’‘ committed willihl, n«. 
499b) and the hot Section 2 of the Act (7 U,S.C. 

publLed circumstances set forth above, shall be 

SirheL'of^'i'^'T® “ December 2. 1986. 

P hereof shall be served upon the parties. 


""^^i^»^^SUFLINARY DECISIONS 

re; Veq-Mix, Inc. PACA Docket NTn 9 fiftio r* j ■ 
vember 26, 1986. ^ocKet No. 2-6612. Order issued No- 

Order issued by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Law Judge. 

STAY ORDER 
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In re : Benchmark Brokerage, Inc. PACA Docket No. 2-7006. 

Order issued December 9, 1985. 

Order issued by John A, Campbell, Administrative Law Judge, 
ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO CHANGE EFFECTIVE DATE 

A Decision and Order in the above-captioned matter was issued 
upon consent of the parties, on December 4, 1986. In the Decision 
and Order, it was noted that the effective date thereof was to be 
December 2, 1986. Complainant, by Motion filed December 9, 1986, 
moves that the effective date be changed to December 4, 1985, to 
coincide with the date of issuance of the Decision and Order. For 
good cause shown, complainant’s Motion is granted, and it is or- 
dered that the December 4, 1986, Decision and Order is hereby 
amended to provide that its effective date is December 4, 1985. 
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IJEiljlOlUrtB 

So Jed 

Conlracl lerm.-Pri.e a4ia«meM_Dia.„|a,„j, 

Complainant, pro ae. 

Reapondent, pro se. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell. Judicial Officer. 

decision and order 
preliminary statement 

al cJjrdS“"9T::t^^ unde., the Penshable 
timely complaint ^ Xch * 

tion award against respondent in th ®'f®ut seeks a repara- 
nection with the sale I $6,316.90 In con- 

commerce. ^ shipments of tomatoes in interatsto 

Plaint was served Cnlpondent ^L.^^^?''/^ 

denying liability. ^ indent, which filed an answer thereto 

the shorteneTprowdurrprovid^ $16,000.fl&, 

Practice (7 CFR §47.20) ifannl'^^Ki” section 47.20 of the Rules of 
the report of investigation ^ s“ch procedure, 

as are the verified comnlaint Part of the evidence, 

an opportunity to subnfit additfon Parties were given 

fied statements and to file britilXl eTet d^oUo dt T 

findings of facts 

Co.. Inc., is a cori. 

2. Respondent City, Florida, 

of Frank L. Kelsoe, Glenn D ^ Partnership composed 

dress is p.o. Box 697 Rpiio pT? Stephen Tavilla, whose ad- 
transactions involv^\erJi^ ^ 
the Act. ’ respondent was licensed under 

jpondent 814°ca^nJ^of complainant sold to re- 

fll,396.00, and 792 cartons of carton, or 

W:$9,604.00, plus $240 90 Dullof ^ tomatoes at $12.00 per carton, 

4. The tomatoes sold 1 ^ $21440.90. f.o.b. 

state commerce to respondent^^^ shipped in inter- 

; respondents customer on about January IS, 
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1984, and were received and accepted. On January 23, 1984, 528 
cartons were federally inspected. On February 1, 1984, respondent 
prepared and sent. to complainant a "problem report" stating the 
inspection results. 

5. On approximately January 26, 1984, complainant sold to re- 
spondent 176 cartons of 6x7 tomatoes at $6.00, or $880.00, plus 
?25.40 palletizing for a total of $906.40, f.o.b. 

6. The tomatoes sold on January 26, 1984, were shipped in inter- 
state commerce to respondent’s customer, and were received and 
accepted. 

7. On approximately February 1, 1984, complainant sold to re- 
spondent 206 cartons of 6x6 tomatoes at $14.00 per carton, or 

$2,884.00, 432 cartons of 6x6 tomatoes at $16.00 per carton, or 

$6,912.00, 611 cartons of 6x6 tomatoes at $13.00 per carton, or 

$7,943,00, and 216 cartons of 6 X7 tomatoes at $10.00 per carton, or 

$2,160.00, plus $219.76 palletizing, for a total of $20,118.76, f.o.b. 

8. The tomatoes sold on February 1, 1984, were shipped in inter- 
state commerce to respondent’s customer, and were received and 
accepted. On February 9, 1984, 1,249 cartons out of the 1,466 origi- 
nally shipped were federally inspected. On February 11, 1984, re- 
spondent prepared and sent to complainant a "problem report" re- 
lating the inspection results. 

9. After receiving the problem reports for the January 9, 1984, 
and February 1, 1984, shipments, complainant's salesman, Tom 
Banks, called respondent’s salesman, Glenn Thomason, and asked 
what they were about. After Thomason explained what the reports 
represented, Banks stated that he would pay no attention to them 
and advised respondent to send federal inspections on the loads in- 
volved. Respondent sent the applicable inspection reports to com- 
plainant on February 16, 1984. 

10. On or about March 8, 1984, Thomason spoke with Banks over 
the telephone, and they agreed to price adijustments of $1.60 per 
carton for the January 9, 1984, load, and $2.00 per carton for the 
February 1, 1984, load. Thomason confirmed these price adjust- 
ments in a March 8, 1984, letter to Banks, which states as follows, 
in relevant parti 

As per phone conversation regarding allowances on to- 
matoes that showed problems, we are teking the following 
adjustments per you on these invoices: 

Gulf Lake #87p8, your #0606, adjusting $1.60 pei? case on 
all 1,466 cases; ’ 
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#3389, your #0306, adjusting $2.00 per case on 
ail 1,606 cases. 


* 


These are based on inspections forwarded to you under 
separate cover, and I assume that you don’t need another 
copy. If so, just let me know. 

Thank you for your consideration in finally getting these 
resolved. 


11. Respondent eventually paid complainant $17,928.90 for the 
January 9, 1984, shipment, and $17,921.26 for the February 1, 1984 
shipment. Respondent paid complainant an additional $38,988.45 
$906.40 for full payment of the January 26, 
1984, shipment, with the remainder constituting payment for an- 
other transaction not included in the complaint. 

fnr complainant any additional sum 

for the January 9, 1984, and February 1, 1984, shipments, 

Id. A formal complaint was filed on September 19, 1984, which 
herein accruS^^ causes of action 
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however, as there is strong evidence in the record supporting r - 
spondent’s claim of mutually agreed upon price adjustments, in a 
March 8, 1984, letter to complainant's Tom Banks, contained in ttie 
report of investigation, respondent’s Glenn Thomason refers to 
price adjustments arrived at with Mr. Banks of $1.50 per carton for 
each of the 1,465 cartons of the January 9, 1984, shipment and 
?2.00 per carton for each of the 1,606 cartons of the February 1, 
1984, shipment. Complainant does not deny receiving this letter, 
nor does complainant dispute the existence of these adjustments, it 
is respondent’s burden to prove the existence of an agreement to 
alter the original contract terms (American Banana Co, Inc. v. 
Marvin Gray, 41 Agric. Dec. 539 (1982)), and it is clear that re- 
spondent has sustained such burden. 

Complainant has been paid all to which it is entitled, and its 

complaint must be dismissed. 

ORDER 

The complaint is hereby dismissed. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Beefstake Tomato Growers Inc. u. Corgan & Son, Inc. PACA 
Docket No. 2-6784. Decided November 7, 1986. 


Burden of proof— Breach of warranty. 

Where reepondent failed to provide any evidence to Buetain it 

breach of warranty, respondent is liable for the contract price of the tomatoes 
purchased, received, and accepted from complainant. 


Complainant, pro se. 
Reapondent, pro se. 


DecUlion by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 
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plaint was served upon respondent, which filed an answer thereto, 
denying liability. 

Since the amount claimed as damages does not exceed $15,000.00, 
the shortened procedure provided in section 47.20 of the Rules of 
Practice {7 CFR 47.20) is applicable, Pursuant to such procedure, 
the report of investigation is considered to be part of the evidence, 
as is the verified complaint. The answer, since it is not verified, is 
not considered part of the evidence. The parties were given an op- 
portunity to submit additional evidence in the form of verified 
statements and to file briefs, but elected not to do so. 


FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. Complainant, Beefstake Tomato Growers Inc., is a corporation 
whose address is Rt. 2, Box 1700, Naples, Florida. 

' ^ is a corporation whose addre.sa 

18 161-162 N.Y.C. Terminal Market. Bronx, New York. At the timo 

ot the transaction involved herein, respondent was licensed under 
the Act.. 

3. On approximately June 2, 1984, complainant sold to respond- 
ent a truckload of tomatoes consisting of 1,584 cartons of 6x6 to< 
j of $6.00 per carton, plus $237.60 for pallets and 
® ^o^^al price of $10,692.00, f.o.b. 

rlr^ truckload of tomatoes was shipped in interstate commerce 
to respondent, which accepted it upon arrival. 

^ complainant $7,524.00 for tlio 

com^arnant ’ and owing to 

WM “'"‘’’""‘/as filod on November 26, 1984, which 

CTTO d ^ '>’■ ""“on herein ac- 


trucUoaToftm^! complainant sold and shipped to respondent a 
spondent doearot^v” ® *10.692.00, f.o.b. Ee- 

alleges in its unsworn ^ accepting the tomatoes, but 

tion problems and tomatoes arrived with condi- 

breach of 

prove the breach and dnmn^^Tk ^®^^®spondent*s burden to 

Market Service. Iru^v P'*®I^hderahce of the evidence. 

ted absolutely no evidence, such as a 
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federal inspection report, to substantiate its claim that the truck- 
load of tomatoes was abnormally deteriorated upon 
fore, respondent is liable for the entire contract price of $10,69J.UU, 
less the $7,524.00 already paid, or $3,168.00. 

Respondentia failure to pay complainant the sum of $3,168.00 is a 
violation of section 2 of the Act. for which reparation should be 
awarded, with interest. 

ORDER 

Within 30 days from the date of this order, respondent shall pay 
to complainant, as reparation, $3,168.00, with interest t ereon a 
the rate of 13 percent per annum from July 1, 1984, until paid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Battaglia Produce Sales, Inc. v. i. j 

ER 80 N Elliott Produce. PACA Docket No. 2-6747. e 

vember 7, 1986. 

Burden of proof-Breach of wartattty-LiobllUy limited to produce shipped. 

Where reapondent failed to provide evidence that the 

packed, and that the small peppers were in breach ^gver, respond- 

dition, respondent ia liable for the agreed upon “ijtrw p ^ 
enfs liability is limited to the peppers actually shipped, which dinere 

that had been ordered. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, pro se, 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a reparation proceeding 

al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended ( . ^ repara- 

timely complaint was filed of $6,884.56 in con- 

tion award against respondent in quantity of peppers in 

nection with the sale and shipment of a quam. y 

interstate commerce. bv the Department 

A copy of the report \ Lpy of the formal com- 

waa served upon each of the par i • answer thereto, 

plaint was served upon respondent, 

denying liability. . ^ Hamaees does not exceed $16,000.00, 

Since the amount claimed as d^^ ^ ^ of 

the shortened procedure provided m section 
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fhP ri 7 applicable. Pursuant to such 

e report of investigation is considered to be part of (lu* 
as are the verified complaint and answer. The parties V’*'' 
an opportunity to submit additional evidence in the fn^Ti ' 
fled statements and to file briefs, but elected not to fo 

findings of fact 

1. Complainant, Battaglia Produce Sales Inc is „ 
whose address is 1706 Weeksville Road, Eliz;beti;CiV, N^ll 

xl tr, ts , 

3. On July 12, 1984, complainant sold to reapondoiit ii iriK 

isr: ."St rr -ss;".: 5“ 

carton or *^6^7^ ’ a 

carton,' $1, 3 75 X 

total contrac pr chf $6 26 ?o b 

medium larff« n..! f.o.b. The contract price to 

carto^ur^/r/*^®'® subsequently reduced to $i5.0C 

carton Pursuant to an agreement by the parties. 

^ complainant loaded onto u truck for 

tonfof'raTpeppl? A 

reflectinff the nnmhn' A inll of lading was prepared by complai 

agreed upon contract *" 

within Xlrhs'frl"‘’L «'*>' 

m when the cause of action heroin (iccr 

CONCLUSIONS 

pemlw cartons l7l large , 

loaX in cartonsT 77“™" S 

Therefore, olafras respondenr^''^'™^^’ “®dium, and am 
than if the pZerrw w P^PP®™ P®' 

apondent claim7furthe7tl^7^“^7i “ ‘ 

Respondent’s alleX77‘ s“al‘ Peppers had to be dump 

spondent^s customef supported by the evidence, ] 

X, ahlfeerro:^'''®** ™l«p®ppted a truckload of ' 
evidence m the record that it ever made a 
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complaint concerning the way the peppers were packed, or the con- 
dition of the small peppers. As the peppers were accepted, respond- 
ent became liable for the contract price, less damages resulting 
from any breach of warranty. It is respondent’s burden to prove 
the breach and damages by a preponderance of the evidence (Farm 
Market Serotce Inc. v. Albertson's Inc., 42 Agric. Dec, 429 (1983)), 
and respondent has not provided any evidence to support its allega- 
tions. Therefore, respondent is liable for the contract price of the 
accepted peppers. However, complainant’s bill of lading makes it 
clear that the quantities of medium large and small medium pep- 
pers that were shipped differed from the quantities sold. Therefore, 
respondent’s liability is limited to the peppers actually shipped, 
which consisted of 253 cartons of extra large, 497 cartons ol 
medium large, and 400 cartons of small, for a total contract price of 
$5,890.80. Respondent’s failure to pay this sum to complainant is a 
violation of section 2 of the Act, for which reparation s ou e 
awarded, with interest. 


ORDER 

Within 30 days from the date of this order, respondent shall pay 
to complainant, as reparation, $6,890.80. with interest thereon ^ 
the rate of 13 percent per annum from August 1. 1984, until paid. 
Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Shane Farms, Inc. u. Cohcan & Son. Inc. PACA Docket No. 2- 
6764. Decided November 7, 1985. 

F.O.B. sale— Reparation awarded. 

Sl,.^ley K. Bnmn. Mount Vernon, Washington, for conrplainnnt. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. _ 

DECISION AND ORDER 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT ^ ■ 

This is a reparation proceeding «nd» ‘Je 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as am - an award of 

timely complaint was aJJount of $16,414.78 in con- 

reparation against respondent _ commerce of four trucklots 
nection with the shipment m interstate commerce 

of asparagus. 
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A copy of the report of investigation made by the Dopnrtmen! 
was served upon the parties. A copy of the formal complaint wai 
served u^n respondent, which filed an unverified answer ther* 
denying liability to complainant. Although the amount claimed in 
the formal complaint exceeds |16, 000.00, the parties waived oral 
hearing and the shortened method of procedure provided in set- 
tion 47.20 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR §47.20) is applicable. 

part of the evidence in the case, as is the Department's ronnrt of 
mvestigatiom ^^e answer, since it is not veHfiet if 
dence. In addition, the parties were given an opportunity to file 
evidence m the form of sworn statements. Complainant nted an 

opening statement. Respondent did not file an aZo Lf Ite 
ment. Complainant filed a brief. answeimg slate 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

Washington to resp^nLntTl m 
fresh asparagus at a total price of$64, 122^0. f o b 

al, andTa“ of asparagus on ariiv 

a balance still due Z owfn A $47,707.47, leaving 

5 The formal . • ® * complainant of ,$16,414.73. 

was within nine 

montiis alter the causes of action herein accrued. 
CONCLUSIONS 

antv^Sierte^ i’'! ®-P'aint was in the form cf 

■•y value in this pre^.^i'': 

tween the parties'^See Pmj'l r ^ j®'" ^ 

ceived from complahmnt^ on asparagus was re- 

dence in the recS”^,! basis. There is no cvi- 

complainant has submitt^^Bs^'t!,^''' respondent, and 

one from its president and the ® statement two affidavita, 

denying that the Cr iSLellir P’a-'keting director, 

WC siupments of asparagus were on a consign- 



GADSDEN TOMATO CO. v, CORGAN & SON. INC. 
Volume 44 Number 7 


294S 


merit basis. Both affidavits affirm that the four shipments were 
sold at the f.o.b. prices stated in the complaint. We conclude on the 
basis of all of the evidence that respondent purchased the aspara- 
gus at the prices set forth in the complaint, totaling $64,122.20, and 
accepted such asparagus upon arrival. Respondent has not proved 
any defense to complainant's claim. Accordingly, we conclude that 
respondent's failure to pay complainant the balance of $16,414.73 is 
a violation of section 2 of the Act for which reparation should be 
awarded to complainant with interest. 

ORDER 

Within thirty days from the date of this order, respondent shall 
pay to complainant, as reparation, $16,414.73, with interest thereon 
at the rate of 13 percent per annum from July 1, 1984, until paid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Gadsden Tomato Co. v, Corqan & Son, Inc. PACA Docket No. 2- 
6760. Decided November 8, 1986. 

Liability for contract price of accepted produce— Payment not for produce alleged 
in the complaint 

Respondent found liable for the contract price of a load of tomatoes which the com- 
plaint alleged had been purchased, received, and accepted, where respondent a»eged 
that it had made payment for tomatoes, and complainant provided evidence that 
such payment was for a load of tomatoes not included in the complaint 


Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultur- 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.G. §499a et seq.). A 
timely complaint was filed in which complainant see^ a repara- 
tion award against respondent in the amount of $7,624.00 in con- 
nection with the sale and shipment to respondent of a truckload of 

tomatoes in interstate cpmnietco- ■ ■ _ , . 

A copy of the report of. investigation prepared by the Department 
was served upon each of the -^parties. A copy of the formal com- 
plaint was served on respondent, whicli filed an answer thereto de- 
nying liability,,' . ^ 
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Since the amount claimed as damages does not exceed $15,00000 
the shortened procedure provided in section 47.20 of the Ru\p^ nf 
Practice (7 CFR 47.20) is applicable. Pursuant to such procedure 
the report of investigation is considered part of the evidence as is 
the verified complaint. The answer, since it is not verified is not 
considered part of evidence. The parties were given an opportumty 
to submit additional evidence in the form of verified statements 
and to file briefs, but elected not to do so. 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. Complainant, Gadsden Tomato Co., is a corporation whose ad- 
dress is P.O. Box 1018, Quincy, Florida. 

2. Respondent, Corgan & Son, Inc., is a corporation whose ad- 
dress IS 161-163 N.Y.C. Terminal Market, Bronx, New York. At tlie 
time of the transaction involved herein, respondent was licensed 
under the Act, 

8. On approximately June 30, 1984, complainant sold to respond- 
ent a truckload of tomatoes consisting of 1,584 boxes at $4.00 per 
box, plus $237.60 for palletizing and $950.40 for processing, for a 
total sales price of $7,524.00, f.o.b. 

4. On June 30, 1984, complainant loaded the 1,584 boxes of tomn- 
toes onto a truck bearing license number S33996 Fla., with re- 
spondent’s place of business as its destination. The driver was in- 
structed to refrigerate the load at 64^. A bill of lading was pre- 
pared reflecting this information, and signed by the driver, 

^ 6. On June 30, 1984, the truckload of tomatoes was shipped, in 
interstate commerce, to respondent, who received and accepted it 
upon arrival. 

6. On July 2, 1984, complainant sent respondent an invoice re- 
flecting the contract terms, including the sales price of $7,624.00. 
Respondent never made any objection upon receipt of this invoice. 

7. Respondent has failed to make any payment for the truckload 
of tomatoes at issue. 

8. A formal complaint was filed on December 3, 1984, which was 
within nine months from when the cause of action herein accrued. 


CONCLUSIONS 
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$7,524.00. The June 29, 1984, load is obviously the one to which re- 
spondent refers to in its answer. Respondent thus does not allege 
payment for the June 30, 1984, load which is the subject of the 
complaint herein. 

Complainant has presented a bill of lading which indicates that 
it loaded 1,584 boxes of tomatoes on a truck for shipment to re- 
spondent. Complainant has also included a copy of its invoice to re- 
spondent, showing the date of billing as July 2, 1984. There is noth- 
ing in the record showing that respondent did not receive and 
accept the truckload of tomatoes. In addition, there is no evidence 
that respondent objected upon receipt of complainant's invoice. 
Therefore, it is clear that by accepting the tomatoes without objec- 
tion, respondent became liable for the agreed contract price there- 
for. Farm Market Service, Inc. v. Albertson% Inc., 42 Agric. Dec. 
429 (1983). 

Respondent's failure to pay complainant the agreed contract 
price of $7,524.00 is a violation of section 2 of the Act, for which 
reparation should be awarded, with interest. 

ORDER 

Within 30 days from the date of this order, respondent shall pay 
to complainant, as reparation $7,524.00, with interest thereon at 
the rate of 13 percent per annum from August 1, 1984, until paid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Mendelson-Zeller Co. v. Otay Packing Co. PACA Docket No. 2 
6978. Decided November 20, 1986. 

Payment of undisputed amount. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

ORDER REQUIRING PAYMENT OF UNDISPUTED AMOUNT 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultur- 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. S ^ ^ 

timely informal complaint was filed on February 18, * ® 

forraal complaint was filed on July 1, 1986. Complainant seeks to 
recover $26,023.00, which amount is alleged to the to^ pur- 
chase price for tomatoes sold to and 

transactions occurring between October 4 and , . ’..o j 

filed an answer to the formal complaint on Sep m r ’ , ’ 

mitting that $23,970.00 of the amount claimed by complainan 
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voTveThern"® ™ °f the transact* it 

Section 7(a) of the Act (7 U.S.C. § 499g(a)) provides, in part; 

nlnfrtf“’" filed his answer to the eon.- 

M ‘’*®‘ ‘''® respondent has admit- 

ted liability for a portion of the amount claimed in the 

complaint as damages, the Secretary ... may issue an 
the respondent to pay the complainnnt the 
forl^hrH^^ amount . . . leaving the respondent's liability 
for the disputed amount for subsequent determination. 

Accordingly under the authority of the above quoted section re 

- an un^sputed IZ 

from the “ade within 30 dsjq 

from the date of this order with interest thereon at the rate of 13 
percent per annum from November 1, 1984. 

Respondent's liability for payment of the disputed amount is left 
for subsequent determination in the same manner and under the 

amount rad beL"Lld“ 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


P' Villalobos d/b/a tots 

vemter 2Tl98r°''''''' 


F.O.B. »ale-ln8pectlon-Accoui,ting»-n.paratlon awarded. 

Oeorge S. Whitten, Presiding Officer. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, pro se. 


Decision by Donald A, Campbell. Judicial Officer. 
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served upon respondent who filed an answer thereto denying liabil- 
ity to complainant. 

Although the amount claimed in the formal complaint exceeds 
$15,000.00, the parties waived oral hearing, and the shortened 
method of procedure provided in section 47.20 of the Rules of Prac- 
tice (7 CFR § 47.20) is applicable. Pursuant to this procedure the 
verified pleadings of the parties are considered a part of the evi- 
dence in the case, as is the Department's report of investigation. In 
addition, the parties were given an opportunity to file evidence in 
the form of sworn statements. Complainant filed an opening state- 
ment, respondent filed an answering statement, and complainant 
filed a statement in reply. Respondent filed a brief which has not 
been considered, since it was not filed within the time allowed. 


FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Complainant, Cal-Mex Distributors, Inc., is a corporation 
whose address is P.O. Box 1717, Chula Vista, California. 

2. Respondent. George Villalobos, is an individual doing ^siness 
as Teksun Brand International, whose address is 1866 Decatur 
Drive, San Jose, California. At the time of the transactions in- 
volved herein respondent was licensed under the Act. 

3. On or about the dates set forth below complainant sold and 
shipped to respondent perishable produce in the fol owing quan 
ties and sizes, and at the following prices: 


IN- 

VOICE 

6480 


SHIP- 

PING ^ * 
DATE 

3/9/84 396 Fits. 
1320 Fits. 
P&C 


descrip- 

tion 


Pink 

Tomatoes 

Pink 

Tomatoes 


6481 


8/12/ 696 Fits. 
84 

756 I^. 
64 I«s. 
108 LgsV 

P&C 


Pink 

Tomatoes 

Pink 

Tomatoes 

Pink 

Tomatoes 

Pink 

'IV)inatoe8 


SIZE EACH amount 


5 X 6 

7.00 

2,772.00 

5 x 6 

6.00 

7,920.00 


•66 „ 

858.00 



11,650.00 

6 X 6 

6.00 

8,954.00 

6 X 7 

5.00 

3,780.00 

7 X 7 

4.00 

216.00 

6 X 7 

6.00 

640.00 


.60 _ 

868.00 


9.278.00 
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IN- 

VOICE 

6482 


6601 


6524 


6642 


6554 



SHIP- QUANTI- 





uAAii mxr 

PING 

DATE 

DESCRIP- 

TION 

SIZE EACH 

TOTAL 

AMOUNT 

3/14/ 269 Lga. 

Pink 

6x6 

6.00 

1,346.00 

84 

Tomatoes 



711 Lga. 

Pink 

6X7 

5.00 

3,565.00 


Tomatoes 



420 Lga. 

Pink 

7x7 

4.00 

1,680,00 


Tomatoes 



P&C 



.60 

700.00 





7,280.00 

3/10/ 132 Pita. 

Pink 

6X6 

6.00 

792.00 

84 

Tomatoes 




1296 Lga. 

Pink 

6X6 

4.50 

6,827.60 


Tomatoes 




P&C 

Pink 


.60 

718,50 


Tomatoes 








7,333,00 

3/19/ 264 Fite. 

Pink 

6x6 

7.00 

1,848.00 

85 

Tomatoes 



1134 Lgs. 

Pink 

6X7 

4.60 

6,103.00 


Tomatoes 



P&C 



.60 _ 

, 69S.D0 





7,660,00 

8/24/ 66 Fite. 

Pink 

4x6 

6.00 

396.00 

84 

Tomatoes 




330 Fite. 

Pink 

6X6 

6.00 

1,980.00 


Tomatoes 



324 Lgs. 

Pink 

6X6 

6.00 

1,620.00 


Tomatoes 



1055 Fite. 

Pink 

6X6 

5.00 

5,276.00 


Tomatoes 



P&C 



.60 _ 

887,60 





10,158.60 

3/27/ 396 Fite. 

Pink 

5X6 

6.00 

2,376.00 

84 

Tomatoes 




1462 Fite. 

Pink 

6x6 

6.00 

7,260.00 


Tomato^ 



P&C 



,60 _ 

924,00 





10,660.00 

2^ Fite. 

Pink 

4X6 

6.00 

1,684.00 

Tomatoes 




Pink 

6x6 

6.00 

8,664.00 
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B 6580 


C5S6 


SHIP- 

PING 

QUANTI- 

TY 

DESCRIP- 

TION 

SIZE EACH 

DATE 





107 Lgs. 

Pink 

6X6 

6.00 



Tomatoes 




54 Lgs. 

Pink 

6x7 

5.00 



Tomatoes 




P&C 



.60 _ 


25 To* 



6,00 


matollo 




P&C 



.60 

4/2/84 

528 Fits. 

Pink 

6X6 

7,00 



Tomatoes 




729 Fits. 

Pink 

6x6 

6.00 



Tomatoes 




216 Lgs. 

Pink 

6X6 

7.00 



Tomatoes 




216 Lgs. 

Pink 

6X7 

6.00 


Tomatoes 


P&C 


TOTAL 

!i.MOUNT 

642.00 

270.00 

609,50 

6,669.50 

125.00 

12.60 

137.60 

6,707.00 


.60 


876.00 


12.182.00 


$82,649.00 


4. All of the produce listed above originated in Mexico and was 
shipped by complainant from its place of business in Chula Vista, 
California to respondent in San Jose, California. Respondent re- 
ceived and accepted all of the above produce on arrival, and has 
not paid complainant any part of the purchase price thereof. 

5, The formal complaint was filed on May 14, 1984, which was 
within nine months after the causes of action herein accrued. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Complainant alleges that the produce referred to in Finding of 
Fact 3 was sold to respondent on a f.o.b. basis, and that such 
produce was accepted by respondent at destination, but that re- 
spondent has failed to pay any part of the purchase price thereof. 
Respondent admits that the produce was received on approximate- 



2950 


PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ACT 
Volume 44 Number 7 


ly the dates of shipment set forth in Finding of Fact 3, but deniK 
that such produce was sold on a f.o.b. basis, but rather alleges that 

Lcjomplainant asked respondent for assistance in selling the pj od- 
uct on an 'open basis’ and to report sales, less cost of freiijht fuid 
commission.” In addition respondent alleges that complainimt 
shipped the product over respondent’s objection, and that when 
complainant was asked if respondent should get a federal insDoc- 
^on respondent was told, in effect, that such was not necoHsiiry 
However respondent submitted copies of five federal inspection 
certificates in an effort to show that the tomatoes arrived in bad 
condition. Respondent also alleges that complainant held the toma- 
toes too long, and at too low a temperature, and knowingly slMpDcd 
tomatoes to respondent which complainant could not sell to onvoiic 
else. Respondent complains that complainant failed to submit docii- 
mentation of inspections admittedly made of the tomatoes when 
they crossed the boarder from Mexico into California, and alleges 
that in so failing complainant violated section 47.3(8) of tho Rules 
of Practice (7 CFR § 47.3(3)). Respondent alleges that complainimt 
tailed to submit the inspections because if submitted they would 

have shown that complainant held the tomatoes in its warehouse 
too long. 

The first issue to be decided is whether the tomatoes wore Hold to 
respondent on a f.o.b. basis for the prices set forth in tho corn- 
pmint, or whether the tomatoes were on an open basis as conlentl. 
ed by respondent. Complainant attached to its formal coinrdainl 

Zr f of the shipmo.ilH- 

• these documents show the tomatoes sold at the price.s m 

sf-fltpZ + f^o^Po^dent alleged in its answering 

TIT n , returned each of the invoices with nolnlions 
(Nos Tisi receiving only three of these invoices 

did nof nfp 6586) back from respondent, and reapondonl 

anv nf u!! • testimony concerning the time or fact of mailing us to 
Go of bowler Packing Co. v. ,^ssocia(cd fji-oa'rs 

fh Dec. 87 (1977). Respondent atUchtMl 

written nnf! Z answering statement. Each has n hand- 

Comnlmnn«t' the prices marked out with an "X”. 

the throR invnil! "^^tted as attachments to its statement in reply 
complainant ^ admits were returned by respondent lo 

mitted bv resiwiMH shown on the copies sub- 

respondent did nT originals show that 

on the actual invoices 
these invoices we complainant not submitted 

led to believe by respondent's 
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submissions that respondent had returned invoices to complainant 
which constituted a, protest against the prices set forth on the in- 
voice. The notes which respondent wrote on the invoices admittedly 
returned do not constitute such a protest standing alone. The note 
at the bottom of invoice no. 6481 stated: “I have not finished this 
load I will call you when 1 do. O.K. SIR G.V.". The note at the 
bottom of invoice no. 6482 stated merely: “We are working on them 
will call you. O.K. SIR G.V.” and the note at the bottom of invoice 
no. 6586 stated: “Under Federal Inspection". We conclude on the 
basis of all of the evidence that respondent has failed to prove its 
contention that the tomatoes were sold on an open basis. Respond- 
ent has also failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence 
that there was an agreement between the parties after arrival and 
acceptance that the tomatoes be sold on a consignment basis. 

Respondent submitted copies of five federal inspection certifi- 
cates purporting to cover the subject tomatoes. However, all of 
these certificates are dated either April 4, or April 6, 1984, which is 
from 6 to 26 days after arrival of all but the last load of tomatoes. 
Consequently these inspection certificates cannot be accepted as an 
indication of the condition of any of the tomatoes inckded on the 
first eight loads. See Max Feldbautn & Sons v. Alderiso, 27 Agric. 
Dec. 763 (1968); Heitzman Produce .v. Patella, 26 Agric. Dec._ 921 
(1967); and Pan-American Fruit Company v. Halem Hazzouri, 26 
Agric. Dec. 681 (1966). In addition some of respondent's statements, 
reported on the inspection certificates, as to which tomatoes were 
covered by the certificates are obviously incorrect. For instance on 
certificate G-008663 it is reported under “remarks” that “Appli- 
cant states above lot is remainder of 896-2 layer and 640-3 layer 
cartons originally received on March 24, 1984.” However, under 
^'products inspected” the inspector disclosed that some of the toma- 
toes inspected were size 6x7. The March 24, 1984, shipment of to- 
matoes included no size 6x7 tomatoes, but some of the earlier ship- 
ments did include 6x7 tomato^. Apparently this inspection certifi- 
cate covered some tomatoes that were received even earlier than 
the March 24, 1984, date stated by respondent. As there are similar 
problems with some of the other certificates we are unable to say 
that the certificates which purport to cover the tomatoes shipped 
in the last load, April 2, 1984, actually do cover such tomatoes. 

Respondent submitted a “report of sales” covering the last eight 
shipments of tomatoes. The report does not claim to cover the first 
shipment. This “report of sales” is not adequate as an accounting 
in that it nowhere discloses the dates on which the sales were 
made^ and gives only an average sale price for each of the sizes of 
tomatoes out of each shipment, rather than a break down of all of 
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the sales for each shipment. In addition the "report of sales” shows 
a substantial number of cartons of tomatoes dumped, but it is no- 
where disclosed on what date the dumping took place, nor was the 
report of sales accompanied by timely dumping certificates. The 
five federal inspection certificates dated April 4, and April 5, l&8i, 
although they show in some cases very large amounts of decay, axe 
not adequate as dumping certificates, since there is no way to know 
how long the tomatoes covered by such certificates were held prior 
to the inspections. 

Respondent has complained throughout this proceeding that com- 
plainant violated section 47.3(3) of the Rules of Practice by failing 
to submit copies of inspection reports made of the tomatoes when 
they crossed into this country from Mexico. The section of the 
Rules of Practice cited by respondent states as follows: 

The informal complaint should, so far as practicable, be 
accompanied by true copies of all available papers relating 
to the transaction complained about, including shipping 
documente, letters, telegrams, invoices, manifests, inspec- 
tion certificates, accounts sales, and any special contracts 
or agreements.” 

Respondent has interpreted this section as though it were a man- 
datory requirement. Such is not the case. This section of the Rules 
ot Practice is advisory in nature, and intended merely to aid a com- 
plainant m the proof of its case. There is no requirement that a 
complainant or respondent submit any evidence whatsoever in a 
und6r th© Ao.t. A nn»*ftr ^ 
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ORDER 

Within 30 days from the date of this order, respondent shall pay 
to complainant, as reparation, $82,649.00, with interest thereon at 
the rate of 13 percent per annum from May 1, 1984, until paid. 
Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Pioneer Marketing Company v, John R. Hoffman, Jr., Produce 
Co. PACA Docket No. 2-6711. Decided November 21, 1986. 

F.O.B. sale— Acceptance— Payment to wrong party— Failure to pay— Reparation 

aw'ardcd. • v ui 

Where respondent purchased, received, and accepted load of lettuce, it is liable t 

seller for full purchase price even if it made payment to wrong party. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by Donald A, Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER 


PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultur- 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. § 499a et seq.). A 
timely complaint was filed in which complainant seeks a repara- 
tion award against respondent in the amount of $2,904.00 in con- 
nection with a transaction, in interstate commerce, involving let- 
tuce, a perishable agricultural commodity. 

A copy of the Department’s report of investigation was served on 
both parties. Respondent also was served with a copy of the com- 
plaint, and filed an answer thereto denying any liability to com- 
plainant. 

Since the amount claimed as damages did not exceed $16,000.^, 
the shortened method of procedure provided in section 47.20 of the 
Rules of Practice (7 CFR §47.20) was followed. Pursuant to this 
procedure, the verified pleadings of the parties are considered a 
part of the evidence of the case, as is the Department s report of 
investigation. In addition, the parties were given the opportunity to 
file further evidence by way of sworn statements, but neither of 
them did so. Also, neither party filed a brief. 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. Complainant, Pioneer Marketing Company, is a corporation 
whose mailing address is P.O. Box 2034, Yuma, Arizona 86364. 
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2. Respondent, John R. Hoffman, Jr., Produce Co., is a corpora- 
tion whose mailing address is Units 21-23-25, Louisville Prodwa 
Terminal, Louisville, Kentucky 40218. At all material times, the re- 
spondent was licensed under the Act. 

3. On or about February 20, 1984, in the courfie of iuteratjiite com- 
merce, complainant, by oral contract, sold to the respondent n par- 
tial truckload of lettuce, consisting of 480 cartons, at an, agreed 
price of $6.00 per carton plus 80 cents cooling, and 25 cents broker* 
age, for a total f.o.b. price of $2,904.00. The contract was negotiated 
by Taylor-Byers Co., Inc., (“Taylor-Byers”), P.O. Box 819, Sharps- 
burg, North Carolina 27878. Taylor-Byers issued a broker’s memo- 
randum on February 20, 1984, #14356, confirming the above agree- 
ment. The lettuce was received and accepted by the respondent, 
The respondent has not paid complainant for the shipment. 

4. On or about April 4, 1984, respondent issued a check to Taylor- 
Byers in the amount of $1,947.00. This check was negotiated by tliij 
latter company. 

6. The complaint was filed on October 18, 1984, which was within 
nine months after the cause of action herein accrued. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The dispositive issue in this case concerns whether or not tlio 
parties entered into an agreement whereby the complainant would 
sell the respondent would buy a partial truckload of lettuce 
consisting of 480 cartons. This is the position asserted by the coin- 
plmnant. The complainant’s position is consistent with its invoicea, 
"nth the broker’s memorandum issued bv Tavlor-Rvoi-s. 
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Taylor-Byers. Respondent has offered no probative evMence to 
counter these documents. We must conclude that complainant has 
satisfied its burden of proving that it had a contractual relationshp 
with respondent with respect to the 480 cartons of lettuce, that re- 
spondent received and accepted them, and that respondent has 
failed to pay for them,* 

Therefore, on the basis of all of the evidence, we conclude that 
the respondent is obligated to the complainant in the amount of 
the contract price of $2,904.00. The respondent’s failure to pay com- 
plainant this amount is a violation of section 2 of the Act for which 
reparation plus interest should be awarded. 

ORDER 

Within thirty days of the date of this order, respondent shall pay 
complainant $2,904.00 plus interest in the amount of 13% per 
annum from April 1, 1984, until paid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties, 


Six L's Packing Company, Inc. v. Emerson-Elliott Produce. 

PACA Docket No. 2-6727. Decided November 21, 1986. 

Probative value of inspection — Suitable shipping condition warranty applicable 
only at— Contract destination. 

Where respondent accepted tomatoes contract destination in Florida and then 
shipped them to his customer In Puerto Rico, inspection in Puerto Rico, which in- 
cluded vindetermined proportion of tomatoes from another shipment, was insum- 
cient to show breach at conti'act destination in Florida. Reparation awarded to com- 
plainant for balance of purchase price. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer . 

DECISION AND ORDER 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultur- 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. § 499a et seq). A 


‘ We note that, on April 4, 1984, respondent issued a check to Taylor-Byers for 
$1,947.00 which it claims was payment for 330 cartons of lettuce at $6.90 per carton. 
There is no proof of this. In fact, the contract price for the lettuce was $6.06 per 
carton. Also, in any event, even if respondent paid Taylor-Byers $1,947.00 for the 
lettuce, Taylor-Byers was not the proper payee, and respondent still remains obli- 
gated to complainant, Adam v. Perna, 81 A^ric. Dec. 431 (1972), 
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timely complaint was filed in which complainant sought on award 
of reparation against respondent in the amount of $16, 70-1,0(1 in 
connection with two shipments of tomatoes in interstate commerce. 

A copy of the report of investigation made by the Department 
was served upon the parties. A copy of the formal complaint was 
served upon respondent, which filed an answer thereto admitting 
liability to complainant for the entire amount of the September 7, 
1984, shipment of tomatoes, or $8,784.90, and for $6,042.50 of [ho 
amount due on the August 17, 1984, load of tomatoes, or a total nil- 
mitted liability of $13,827.40. Respondent denied liability to coin* 
plainant for a balance of $2,876.60 in connection with the August 
17, 1984, load of tomatoes. On March 26, 1986, an order was issued 
in favor of complainant against respondent requiring the payiinsit 
of $13,827.40 as an undisputed amount. Respondent's liability for 
payment of the disputed amount was left for subsequent dotenni- 
nation in the same manner and under the same procedure iw if no 
order for the payment of the undisputed amount had been isHUed. 

Although the amount claimed in the formal complaint OKcectIcd 
$15,000.00, the parties waived oral hearing, and the shorbmed 
method of procedure provided in section 47.20 of the Rules of Rriic- 
tice (7 CFR §47.20) is applicable. Pursuant to this procedure, (ho 
verified pleadings of the parties ai’e considered a part of the evi* 
dence in the case, as is the Department’s report of investigation. In 
addition, the parties were given an opportunity to file evidence in 
the form of sworn statements. Complainant did not file an opening 
statement. Respondent filed an answering statement. Neither pnrly 
filed a brief. 


FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Complainant, Six L’s Packing Company, Inc., is a corporation 
whose address is P.O. Box 1987, Hollywood, Florida. 

; 2; Respondent, Emerson Elliott, is an individual doing buainci^ 
.^.Emerson-Elliott, whose address is P.O. Box 746, Caaaelberry, 

time of the transactions involved herein respondent 
was licensed under the Act. 

3 On 01 about August 17, 1984, complainant sold to reepondtmL 
one truckload* icqnsisting of 1284 packages of extra largo Shick- 
8 mny Pndq^br^d tomatoes at $6.00 per package, plus 16 cents 

pwk^e for palletizing, and $22.50 for a temperature recorder, 
lor a total price of $7^919.10. 

li. |||4,;^ complainant shipped the tomatoes from 

to respondent at con* 
Florida. The tomatoes were accapl- 
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ed by respondent on arrival in Casselberry, Florida, and subse- 
quently shipped by respondent to Puerto Rico. 

5. The formal complaint was filed on November 2, 1984, which 
was within nine months after the cause of action herein accrued. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In its answer respondent asserted that he owed complainant only 
$5,042.50 for the load of tomatoes shipped on August 17, 1984, be- 
cause “the customer did not pay the full amount." Respondent 
then referenced attachments to the answer which consisted of a 
federal inspection certificate, and its invoice to its customer which 
showed the original invoice amount crossed out with $6,800.60 writ- 
ten in. Respondent’s answering statement merely consisted of the 
resubmission of its answer. Consequently the federal inspection cer- 
tificate attached to the answer is the only possible justification foi’ 
respondent’s failure to pay the balance of the purchase price on the 
August 17, 1984, shipment of tomatoes. This inspection report dis- 
closes that the tomatoes were inspected on August 23, 1984, at 3:00 
p,m, in Puerto Rico. There is no showing as to when the tomatoes 
arrived at contract destination in Florida. The suitable shipping 
condition warranty provided in the regulations in connection with 
a f.o.b. sale assures delivery without abnormal deterioration only 
“at the contract destination agreed upon between the parties.” (See 
7 CFR 46.43(j). See also B & L Produce v. Florance Distb. Co., 37 
Agric, Dec. 78 (1978). In addition the inspection report covered 1400 
cartons of tomatoes stacked at the cooler belonging to respondent s 
customer. The remarks at the close of the inspection certificate 
state that according to the applicant the tomatoes were unloaded 
from a trailer bearing the same number as that shown by com- 
plainant’s invoice to have been the trailer on which the tomatoes 
were shipped, and also from an additional trailer. There is no 
showing as to what portion of the 1400 cartons came from which 
trailer. Although the inspection report shows all of the tomatoes as 
bearing the “Shickshinny Pride" brand, it is obvious that an unde- 
termined portion of the tomatoes came from another shipment. It 
is also obvious that this could not have been the second shipment, 
as to which respondent admitted complete liability, since such ship- 
ment of tomatoes was not shipped until September 7 , 1984. W e con- 
clude that respondent has failed to show the condition of the toma- 
toes on arrival at contract destination in Casselberry, Florida, and 
consequently has failed to show any breach of contract on the part 
of complainant. ; ^ b: 

Since respondent accepted the tomatoes, and has not proven any 
breach of cotttract bh:%e-part.of complainant, respondent is liable 
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to complainant for the full purchase price thereof, or $7,119.10. 
Complainant was previously awarded $6,042.60 of this amount by 
our order of March 26, 1986. Consequently respondent’s remaining 
liability to complainant is for $2,876.60. Respondent's failure to pay 
complainant such amount is a violation of section 2 of the Act for 
which reparation should be awarded to complainant with interest. 

ORDER 

Within thirty days from the date of this order, respondent shall 
pay to complainant, as reparation, $2,876.60, with interest thereon 
at the rate of 13% per annum from September 1, 1984, until paid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Jack T. Humphreys d/b/a Hallmark Produce Company u . Thad- 
DEUS J. SOBIECH d/b/a Ted Sobiech. PACA Docket No. 2-C757. 
Decided November 22, 1986. 

Waiver of oral hearing— Failure to ralae apeclflc defense in answer— JuriadIcUon 
to award freight charge. 

Where respondent failed to raise specific defense to complainant's for purchase 
price of produce received by respondent, complainant awarded reparation. Respond- 
ent was found to have waived oral hearing by not objecting to inadvcrtont use of 
shortened procedure. Secretary was found to have jurisdiction over alleged freight 
charge which were a component of the contract between the parties. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Michael R. Gottlieb, Middletown, New York, for respondent. 

Decision by Donald A, Campbell, Judicial Officer, 

DECISION AND ORDER 


PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultur- 
^ Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. 499a et seqX A 
timely complaint was filed in which complainant sought an award 
of reparation against respondent in the amount of $46,336.76, in 

Jpnij^tion with the shipment in interstate commerce of eight 
trucklots of onions. 

^ A copy of the report of investigation made by the Department 
was served upon the parties. A copy of the formal complaint was 

wryed upon reapondent. which filed an answer thereto denying It 
ability to complainant 

the formal complaint exceeds $16,000.00, 
pon en requeated ^an .oral hearing in his answer. However, 
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the proceeding was inadvertently set down as a non oral hearing 
case to be heard under the shortened method of procedure provided 
in section 47,20 Qf the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 47.20). On March 
28, 1985, the presiding officer wrote a letter to complainant giving 
complainant 20 days from the date of receipt of the letter in which 
to file an opening statement under the shortened method of proce- 
dure. A copy of this letter was sent to respondent’s attorney. In 
this letter the presiding officer stated in relevant part as follows: 

Although the amount involved herein exceeds 
$15,000.00, the parties have waived oral hearing. Accord- 
ingly, the shortened method of procedure will be followed 
as provided in section 47.20 of the Rules of Practice. 

Respondent’s attorney made no objection to this letter, and on 
May 10, 1985, a letter was addressed directly to respondent’s attor- 
ney giving respondent opportunity to file an answering statement 
pursuant to the shortened method of procedure. There also was no 
objection as a consequence of this letter. Since respondent was 
made aware of the fact that the shortened method of procedure 
would be followed, and has at no point in this proceeding voiced 
any objection to the following of such procedure we conclude that 
respondent has waived oral hearing. 

Neither party filed any evidence under the shortened procedure. 
Both parties were given opportunity to file a brief, and complain- 
ant submitted a letter in which he stated the respondent had paid 
in full for all of the invoices which formed the basis of the com- 
plaint with the exception of one. Complainant stated that the only 
amount remaining due on this one invoice was freight in the 
amount of $2,070.00. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Complainant, Jack T. Humphreys, is an individual doing busi- 
ness as Hallmark Produce Co. whose address is P.O. Box 1267, Ed- 
inburg, Texas. 

2. Respondent, Thaddeus J. Sobiech, is an individual doing busi- 
ness as Ted Sobiech whose address is P.O. Box 168, Pine Island, 
New York. At the time of the transactions involved herein respond- 
ent was licensed under the Act. 

3. On or about May 23, 1984, complainant sold and shipped to re- 
spondent 900 fifty pound sacks of Pre-Pak Yellow Onions at $7.80 
per sack, or a total price of $7,020.00 delivered. Respondent re- 
ceived and accepted the onions at its place of busirtess in Pine 
Island, New York, and has paid complainant $4,950.00, leaving a 
balance still due arid owing of $2,070.00. 
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4. The formal complaint was filed on November 28 1984 whkh 
was within nine months after the causes of action herein iiccrufcl. 

CONCLUSIONS 

As set forth in the preliminary statement complainant, by an ai- 
mission in his brief, admitted receiving payment for nil of iha 
transactions set forth in the formal complaint except ono. That 
transaction is the one which is the subject of finding of fad 3 
above. Respondent's answer admitted arrival of all of tho commod- 
ities at destination but denied, in general terms, any liability to 
complainant. A letter from respondent's attorney which accompa- 
nied the answer stated in relevant part that "In sum and sub- 
stance, the respondent claims that he has paid to tho complaitmnt 
substantially all of the sums due and owing for any perish able rigri- 
cultural commodities received." It appears from the ndmisHion in 
complainant's brief that this statement is "substantially" correct. 
However, respondent’s failure in his answer to specify tho nature 
of any defense in regard to the May 23, 1984. shipment of onions 
leaves us with no alternative but to find that respondent is liable 
to complainant for the remainder of the purchase prico of such 
onions. 

On August 2, 1986, after being served with complalnant'H brief, 
respondent’s attorney filed a letter with the hearing dork nllcgin^ 
that the remaining disputed amount of $2,070.00 was for freight on 
the shipment which is the subject of finding of fact 3, and that con- 
sequently the Department has no jurisdiction to adjudicate the dis- 
pute. Respondent's determination that the amount of $2,070.00 con- 
cerns freight is based upon documents of an evidentnry naluro 
which were submitted along with complainant’s brief, Tboso drKu- 
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commodity, then the liability between the parties for such freight 
charges arises out of the transaction, and the Secretary does have 

jurisdiction. r i i 

We conclude that respondent is liable to complainant tor the bal- 
ance of the purchase price of the onions shipped on May 23, 9 , 
or $2,070.00. Respondent's failure to pay complainant such amount 
is a violation of section 2 of the Act for which reparation should be 
awarded to complainant with interest. 

ORDER 

Within thirty days from date of this order, respondent shall pay 
to complainant, as reparation, $2,070.00, with interest thereon at 
the rate of 13 percent per annum from July 1, 1984, until paid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Golden State Distributors v. Wileman Bros. & Elliot, Inc, 
PACA Docket No. 2-6676. Decidec( November 26, 1986. 

Brokerage— Counterclaim— Burden of proof. 

Where respondent fails to sustain Its burden of proving that broker/complamant 
failed to carry out its duties as a broker, broker/complainant aworded brokerage 

earned. 

Edivcrd M. Silverstein, Presiding Officer. 

Steve Williams, Visalia, California, for complainant. 

Philip T. Hornburg. Visalia, California, for respondent. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER 


PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultur- 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. §499a et seqX A 
timely complaint was filed in which complainant seeks a repara- 
tion award against respondent in the amount of $1,27 . m co 
nection with six transactions, in interstate commerce, invo ving 

perishable agricultural commodities. n „ 

A copy of the Department’s report of investigation, as well as a 
copy of the supplemental report of investigation, 
both parties. Respondent also was served with a copy the formal 
complaint, and filed an answer thereto denying any habihty to 
complainant. Respondent also filed a counterclaim against com- 
plainant in which it seeks a reparation award 
in the amount of $7,013.86 in connection with one of the six trans- 
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aotiona which were made the subject of the complaint. Complain- 
sponS * ^ counterclaim denying any liability to re- 

Smoe the amount claimed as damages did not exceed $16,000 00 
the shortened method of procedure provided in section 47.20 of the 

nrotV to this 

procedure, the verified pleading of the parties are considered a part 

of the evidence of the case, as is the Department’s reports of inves- 
tigation. In addition, the parties were given the opportunity to file 
further evidence by way of sworn statements, but neither pLty did 
BO.i Also, neither party filed a brief. 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. Complainant, Golden State Distributors, is a corporation 
whose mailing address is 1212 E. Brandywine Lane, Fresno, Mifoi’ 

I" 0 .. is a corporation 

whose mai mg address is P.O. Box 308, Cutler, California 93615. 

Act ^ times, both parties were licensed under the 

4. During the period May 26, 1983, through June 10, 1983 com- 

® of respondent 

fruhs Tbain!. involving various shipments of 

coCWoi C «g"oultural commodities, in interstate 

toTh7!« * ^‘■okojaeo earned by complainant with regard 

omo l^nt "Tu*" f A* fo oaoh of these transactfone, 
omplainant issued brokers memoranda of sale. Although it re- 

taiSZl ' ‘orma con- 

Jute^n^'^iasTc*'’ transactions mentioned in Jd above, on 

sZdent “Ofotiated a transaction between re- 

spondent and A. Cancelmo, Paoh, Pennsylvania, wherebv reannnd- 

"Mr^S’Vra.;d"V““7 Btlo" S, 

terms Comn. rocniorandum. No. 6142, confirming the above 

f$3mo?Z 0 brokerage of 20$ per carton 

t¥31Wr Its brokerage services. Respondent was sent a copy of 

counS. feh'^de^rn “ fWi«on f-m re, pendent's 

§ 47.16, and ™ S off^rTinS S ^ P™"™’ “4 ’’ ^FH 

see 7 CFR §47.20. Accordingly it is MtS of Practice, 

ing, ' ^ evidence in this proceed- 
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the brokers' memorandum, and did not object to any of the terras 
contained therein. 

i Respondent invoiced A. Cancelmo for the 1,560 cartons of 
plums. The terms on the respondent’s invoice no. 1-218-11, which 
it sent to A. Cancelmo on June 11, 1983, were the same as those on 
ctmiplainant’s June 13, 1983, brokers’ memorandum, i.e., respond- 
ent billed A. Cancelmo for the 1,560 cartons of plums at $12.00 per 
carton, plus TOO per carton for cooling, and $22.50 for a Ryan re- 
corder', for a total f.o.b. price of $19,834.50. 

7. Respondent, on June 11, 1983, shipped the 1,560 cartons of 

plums to A. Cancelmo. Before the shipment arrived, respondent 
became aware that A. Cancelmo had had problems with two loa^ 
of plums which it had shipped to A. Cancelmo on June 4 and 10, 
1983.* As a consequence of the problems with these two loads, r^ 
spondent diverted the 1,560 cartons of plums shipped on June 11, 
1988, to Chas. H. Elkins, Inc. (“Elkins”), in New York City, New 
York. On June 15, 1983, the 1,560 cartons of plums, without having 
been inspected, were sold by Elkins at auction for respon en 
count of $12.26 per carton, or $19,110.00. Other ^ 

Beauts, the same variety of plum as involved herein, so 

day for $21.00 and $15.00 per carton. 

8. On August 9, 1983, respondent 

with the Department regarding the load of 1,66 e a u),oi,gh 
within nine months after its cause of 
given the opportunity, respondent declined to file a formal com 

’’ 9. On October U, 1983, complainant filed an 

regarding the brokerage on the six fter its cause of 

the complaint. This was within nine months alter « 

action accrued. 


CONCLUSIONS 

Complainant alleges that it .^^"^^failed to pay it the 

ices on six transactions and that ^ of the evidence in the 
$1,272.00 owed it for these services, concluBivoly estab- 

record has been reviewed and Qn i-^pondent's behalf 

lishes that complainant did act as a . indeed owe 

on these six transactions, and ' ha servi(^ 

complainant the $1,272,00 olaiHie amount is a violatiW 

Respondent’s failure to pay complainant^ this 


a These loads were 
brokered by complainant 


re aBP..B ‘Iw f-'' 
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of section 2 of the Act for which reparation plus interest shoul 1 1 
awarded. 

Respondent's counterclaim deals with one of these six trim 
tions. It alleged, but has failed to prove, that respondent lied to'il 
about having sold that load of 1,660 cartons of Red Beauts to A 
Cancelmo. The evidence submitted by the parties establishoH tlmi 
this load was sold to A. Cancelmo, but that, because of probloniH 
encountered by A. Cancelmo on two previous loads, respondont <li 
verted the plums to a New York City dealer for auction salo lie* 
spondent has failed to prove its counterclaim by a prepondernnco 
of the evidence. The counterclaim must therefore be disinisswl 
Bushwick Comm’n Co. v. Maloney, 18 Agric. Dec. 1029 (1959) 

ORDER 

Within 30 days of the date of this order, respondent shall nay to 
complainant $1,272.00, as reparation, with interest thereon nt (lie 
rate of 13% per annum from July 1, 1983, until paid. 

The counterclaim is dismissed. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


.ibby’s Fresh Food Company, Inc. v. Emerson H. Eluoit d/b/n 
Emerson Elliott Produce. PACA Docket No. 2-6716. Doddod 
November 26, 1986. 


Sv'fnf to submit cvl.lcnc(-IJ. 

abillt)’ for full amount of claim. 

h!T "nlri "" unverified answer and no evidence, hla contonlimm 

cannot be credited and complainant's verified ciaims are given full credit, 

Thomas C Heim, Presiding Officer. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER 

This IS a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultu^ 

^nierided (7 U.S.C. §499a ei seq.). A 
Hnn J in which complainant sought a repara- 

t on award against respondent in the amount of $16,772.99 in con- 

the plums were sold to this dealer for a price of 
tor respondent proceeds on auction were $ 19 , 110 . 00 . 
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„„,i. .h. «1. ..J AIb-o 

was served upon the parties. py g^^j, admitting liabil- 

served upon the effect, denying liability as 

w"£"abi o osa sw. '-m 

$1,392,16 in dispute. the shortened proce- 

Since the parties have waived practice (7 CFR 

dure provided in section 47.20 .„„oS,,re the report of in- 

§ 47.20) is applicable. Pursuant to such pi . verified 

vestigation is considered part o ® submit addition- 

sr.!:? — " — “““ ” ■ 

brief. 

findings OF FACT 

1. Complainant, Libby's ^“l^^fbrTvkrd.St 

tion with a mailing address at P. O. Box 

32786. wiliott is an individual doing busi- 

2. Respondent, Emerson H. El , ^ mailing address at P- O. 

ness as Emerson Elliott ^tthe time of the transactions 

Box 745, Casselberry, Florida 32707. At the wm 

involved herein, respondent was hcens shipped one 

3. On or about June 19, 1984. Suce 

trucklot of watermelons weighing 4L ^ sale as eom- 

Salina, Kansas. Respondent negotiated t t 

plainant's agent and agreed f ^^"j^^liTnant. 

from the buyer and to ^1® ,^anf sold and shipped one 

4. On or about June 19, 1984, P . ggg pounds to Scheid 

half of a trucklot of watermelons J„i„g half of the 

Produce. Millersville, Pennsylvan ’ ® Respondent negc 

trucklot to Four Seasons, Denver Pennj^^_^ 

tiated the contracts of sale as P buyers and to remit 

invoice and collect the sales amoimte from the n y 

a total of $4,462.62 to sold and shipped one 

6. On or about June 24, ’ p Friesland, Wisconsin, 

trucklot of watermelons to Atom eomplainant's agent 

Respondent negotiated the contrac 
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and agreed to invoice and collect the sale amount from the buyei 
and to remit $3,949.62 to complainant. 

6. On or about July 7, 1984, complainant sold and shipped one 
trucklot of watermelons to Four Seasons, Denver, Pennsylvania. 
Respondent negotiated the contract of sale as complainant’s agenl, 
and agreed to invoice and collect the sale amount from the buyer 
and to remit $3,756.22 to complainant. 

7. Respondent has not remitted to complainant any part of the 
amounts he had agreed to remit to complainant in the sales of wa* 
termelons he negotiated on behalf of complainant on Juno 19 1931 
June 24, 1984, and July 7, 1984. 

8. A formal complaint was filed on November 7, 1984, which was 
within nine months of the time the causes of action herein accrued. 


CONCLUSIONS 

In his answer, respondent in effect concedes he brokered the sale 
of four trucklota of complainant’s watermelons and agreed to col- 
lect and remit the sales proceeds to complainant as alleged in the 
complaint. Further, respondent effectively admits he received pay- 
ment from the buyers, but failed to remit the proceeds to comptain- 

TT q'o fi violation of section 2 of the Act (7 

U.&.U § 499b) for which reparation may be awarded. 

prewously has been ordered to pay the $15,880.81 

A complainant. As to the remaining 

j claimed by complainant, since respondent’s answer was 

Doaiulin osth, and he submitted no evidence to support his 

answer that he does not owe this 

V and opening statement to the contrary. PriUwitz 

^215 (1960). Rosiiondont 




toTfmDlaL„n7' ™sP°ndent sh«ll pay 

theTte oTlW “ with interest thereon, 

t-opies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 
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Global Trading Inc. d. Limpert Bros., Inc. PACA Docket No. 2- 
6679. Decided December 11, 1985. 

Rejection, partial unloading; precludes, reasonable lime for, notice must be in clear 
and unmistokeable terms— Sale by sample, failure to have sample federally in- 
spected— Substandard U^.S. Grade not necessarily evidence of unmerchantable 
quality— Failure to submit evidence of damages. 

Where complainant contracted to sell frozen pineapple to respondent which would 
conform to a previously submitted sample, respondent was found to have accepted 
the pineapple and to have failed to prove that the pineapple did not to the sample. 
Although the pineapple was found to be U.S. Grade D or Substandard this was held 
not to be in itself evidence of unmerchantable quality. Complainant was awarded 
reparation in the amount of the full purchase price of the pineapple. 

George S. Whitten, Presiding Officer. 

David B. Ward, Greenville, South Carolina, for complainant. 

Mitchell H. Kizner, Vinolan, New Jersey, for respondent. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultur- 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended C7 U.S.C. §499a et seq.). A 
timely complaint was filed in which complainant seeks an award of 
reparation against respondent in the amount of $8,227.10 in con- 
nection with two shipments of frozen pineapple in interstate com- 
merce. 

A copy of the report of investigation made by the Department 
was served upon the parties. A copy of the formal complaint was 
served upon respondent which defaulted in the filing of an answer. 
Subsequently the proceeding was reopened, and respondent filed an 
answer denying liability to complainant. 

Since the amount claimed in the formal complaint does not 
exceed $15,000.00 the shortened method of procedure provided in 
section 47.20 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 47.20) is applicable. 
Pursuant to this procedure, the verified pleadings of the parties are 
considered a part of the evidence in the case, as is the Depart- 
ment’s report of investigation. In addition, the parties were given 
an opportunity to file evidence in the form of sworn statements. 
Complainant filed an opening statement, and respondent filed an 
answering statement. Complainant did not file a statement in 
reply. Respondent filed a brief. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Complainant, Global Trading, Inc., is a corporation whose ad- 
dress is P.O. Box 6646, Greenville, South Carolina. 
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2, Res^ndent, Limpert Bros., Inc., is a corporation wliosc oJ- 
dress is P.O. Box 620, Vineland, New Jersey. At tlie tiino of the 
tonaactions involved herein respondent was licensed undci the 

p w ^ Westfall of Coniiull & 

U., Westfield, New Jersey, contacted both parties to tliiH iirocccd- 
ing concerning the possible sale by complainant to rosiioiulciit of 
diced and crushed frozen pineapple, Mr. Westfall contnclcd Arthur 
Price of complainant and informed him that respondont needed 

cnitla in size, and also conrsc 
crushed pineapple Mr. Price replied that he might not bo able to 

ssmnl ‘"“fPP'® measured exactly % inch, but would send a 

saZL“» P/P‘*"‘=‘ he could supply. Subset, ucully a 

m^e was ^nt to respondent, and approved by respondont. 

into a ' through July 28, 1983, the pm’tiuH t'tiU'red 

Dound for complainant to sell to respondont 75(1 -10 

bette^han r‘^i“i ‘’iT ’’P’" ‘"Ph diced fcimivaiont or 

tainere of ® P®'' ^60 40 pound con- 

Ss for de? ®‘ P®"‘® PPP PPPP'I' ‘■■“■h- 

New Jeraey ® ®'"®^ ^‘■®®"®‘'' ^iH Rd-, Viiiclnnd, 

made'on'octoh^r*i*mM’° P°“muPiPuiiori a partial shipniont was 
Pineappfo of 311 cases of cubed frozen 

and on Octobifl 1983 Tom" T ® 

pound confaino J F frozen cubed pineapphi in 35 

^3*220.00. Prior to Bhi,>numt 

mined after Sg 

and StoS2^\MT arrived on October 19, 

broker that the’ orodupf notified the 

low on brix and tho ^ acceptable and that product was 

respondent if tL nr^.l”®’' u®f ®®®‘''® broiler 

their other produr^^e :‘’“i‘‘ “®'‘ *" ""y 

she would have to "check with Purchasing agent replied that 

fled complainant that "the^’ ° ^ 1983, the broker noli- 

[respondent's! produeb. »in "'u® uot acceptable for use in 

large." The broker also stafod^fo* ^®''® ®®'' "®'‘® 

eould be used in anotW f ^ Lmipert would check to soo if it 

, 8- On Novem^"i^r;"'7.'’“'®^'’™‘*®®‘®” 
broker by telegram innnivi^ communicated with the 

paid and requestin? invoices Iind not 

vember 29, 1983, the broUr f immediately. On No- 

orwarded the telegram to respondent. 
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The letter accompanying the telegram stated in relevant part as 
follows: 

It was understood that the dices were not acceptable for 
use in the designated product which Limpert is manufac- 
turing because of irregular sizes and large chunks. We had 
discussed the possibility of using it as an ingredient in one 
of the other products which your company manufacturers. 

Please advise at your earliest convenience so that Connell 
and Co. can notify the supplier. 


On December 1, 1983, the broker wrote the following letter 'to com- 


plainant: 


Limpert Brothers has informed Connell and Company that 
the diced pineapple shipped from your company is not ac- 
ceptable for use in their products. They had agreed to pur- 
chase the pineapple on approval of sample and with the 
product shipped to be equivalent to the approved sample. 
The pineapple shipped was irregular in size and contains 
very large chunks which were not in the sample. 


Limpert has also investigated the possibility of using the 
product in another form for other products but has deter- 
mined that this is also not feasible. 


9. Upon receipt of the broker’s letter of December 1. 1983, com- 
plainant, on December 6, 1988, sent the following telegram, in rele- 
vant part, to respondent: 


YOUR REFUSAL TO HONOR THESE INVOICES FOR 
PAYMENT LEAVES US NO OTHER CHOICE TO 
FILE FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION A PACA ACTION 
AOATNST LIMPERT BROS. 


10. On January 19, 1984, the broker wrote the following letter to 
Robert Limpert of respondent corporation: 


Dear Bob: 


This letter is written to your company to document my 
findings on the frozen diced pineapple shipped to Limpert 
Brothers from Global Trading Company. 


On November 3, 1983, in the absence of Bob Green, I 
met with Charlie Licarete at your facility to examine the 
contents of a carton of Global Trading pineapple. The 
product contained segments up to three inches in len^h, 
dome fruit core, appeared to be very light or white in color, 
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had a brix measurement of approximately 7° and very 
little or no pineapple flavor. Mr. Licaretz tried to find (he 
sample but could not locate it in the freezer where it was 
placed by Mr. Green. 

On December 16, 1983 I met at the Limpert facility to 
inspect the sample submitted to your company by Global 
Trading. The product consisted of cuts fairly uniform in 
size and shape (approximately to %”). contained little 
or no fruit core, was yellow in color, had a brix moafiure^ 
ment of approximately 14“, and a distinct pineapple flavoi-. 

If we can be of further assistance to you, please lot m 




Dick Weal fnll 

® inspection was mnrio of III 

subject pineapple with the following results in relevant part; 

Style — Chunks 

Brix (liquid media only)— 6.8 to 8.7 degrees 

GRADE: 

substandard, account "Defecls- 

and Character" (core material). 

wilL'^LlTontartL"" 

raontns alter the causes of action herein accrued- 
CONCLUSIONS 

dispute. Furthermore the between the parties art) not in 

respondent by complainanrjin^ ^ sample was sent to 

ties also agree that 611 mbo f ^'^cepted by respondent. The par- 
ant and received by respondent shipped by contplniii- 

611 cases of purchase price of the 

rjiect^ by raeans^Sf its com.^^? ^ pineapple was 

20. 1983. and the broWs 

Ref^dont also forcefullv^o*^^^^ communication to coniplain- 
of _i SiQ_ yo federal inspection 

■ 1 Substandard is in ilaelf 


the contract of sale. Reapon<|. 
ts “conclusive evidence 
.. , ^ reasonable commercial 
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purpose." Kespondent also alleges that the pineapple which was 
shipped by complainant did not correspond to the sample previous- 
ly sent by complainant. 

The first issue for determination here is whether the fruit was 
accepted by respondent. We have consistently held on many occa- 
sions that even a partial unloading of a shipment of produce is an 
exercise of sufficient control over the goods to constitute an accept- 
ance thereof. See Crown Orchard Co. v. Mid-Valley Produce Corpo- 
ration> 34 Agric. Dec. 1381 at 1385 (1975) and cases there cited; See 
also Conn & Scalise Co. v. Frank J. Crivella & Co., 20 Agric. Dec. 
415 (1961). In addition it is conclusive under the regulations issued 
by the Secretary governing the produce industry, that an accept- 
ance occurs when there is a "failure of the consignee to give notice 
of rejection to the consignor within a reasonable time", and "rea- 
sonable time” is specifically defined for frozen fruits and vegetables 
shipped by truck as "not to exceed 12 hours after the receiver or a 
responsible representative is given notice of arrival and the 
produce is made accessible for inspection". See 7 CFR §46.2(ccXl) 
and (dd)(3). It should also be noted that we have held that notice of 
rejection must be given in clear and unmistakable terms and that 
the terminology "not acceptable” could be construed as merely an 
expression of displeasure and not as expressive of an intention to 
reject. This, of course, would be doubly true in the context of the 
present case where respondent profes^ to be exploring the possi- 
bility of alternative uses for the product at the same time that it 
was stating that the produce was "not acceptable". See Beamon 
Brothers v. Cal Sweet Potato Growers, 38 Agric. Dec. 71 (1979). We 
conclude that respondent accepted the pineapple, and thus became 
liable to complainant for the full purchase price thereof less any 
damages proved to have resulted from any breach of contract on 
the part of the complainant. The burden of proving both a breach 
and damages flowing therefrom rests upon respondent, i he 
Grower-Shipper Potato Co. v. Southwestern Produce Co„ 28 Agric. 
Dec. 511 (1969); see also UCC § 2-607(4). 

Respondent maintains that the federal inspection of the 611 
coses of pineapple which resulted in a grade of D or Substandard is 
in itself evidence of complainant's breach of contract. In addition, 
•respondent maintains that the substandard grade is conclusive 
proof that the fruit could not be used for any reasonable commer- 
cial purpose. Respondent is wrong on both counte. The federal in- 
BpecUon made on January 26, 1984, did not disclose the score 
points for color, uniformity of size and Bymmetry, absence of de- 
fects, and character. The inspection states that the pineapple wa 
given U.S, Grade D or Substandard “account defects and charac- 
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ter 


frozen“pTneappl"(fcF?§5217li f***^^) for grades d 

that a Substandard nW-V *" P»'‘ 

given to Vhol d o absence of defects is to^ 

that fail to meet parSrarfcf^f tb ’ f 
vides in relevant Zf Slt If fc) PrO- 

free from defects mav Lo • P*”®®PP*® tl'at is reasonaWj 

pineapple that falls into Th'**" t points. Frozen 

above ’U.S. Grade B' or 'nq 

subject pineapple could ^ ‘*'at *>>' 

of 23 and still have graderSubt* a'>sence of defects, 

The regulations f . tb ®“’’®‘®"<’ard as to absence of defects. 
§ 62.1749(e)) that a Provide as to character (7 CFB 

"whole slioL crushed tidh-f“'^f‘'’r“r“'''‘’“" 
meet paragraph (c) of Vhi ^ f"**, of Pineapple that fait to 

vant part Tar" 11 Paragraph (c) provides in relc- 

character may be given ^’”®“PP ® Possesses a reasonably good 
which falls into this claa .“‘'*“^24 to 26 points. Frozen pineapple 
Grade B" or "U.a Chotor”“'“Th“^“-l 

pineapple could havp hn /4 ’ ’ * apparent that the 

still hal graded slid T''® ^ character and 

regulations (7 CFR § 

had an overall scorrof Rfi la P’"®®PPl® ““uld have 

Substandard, klandlrd f ** f®''® graded U.S. Grade D or 

the industry and it was Product is commonly traded [n 

a substandard grade dois determined many years ago that 

See Ecco Pack Co v Ft ' h* ® product unmerchantable. 

(1952). Thr/ubject ointf ^ 

to a U.S. Grade. We find^th specification as 

U.S. Grade D or Substand pineapple graded 

contract on th^part of ^ ^ 

discussion, it is also clear foregoing 

that the pineapple couW no^ 1 has failed to shoAV 

cial purpose. reasonable commer- 

CChtiXpitur b®®®® 

wonial evidence IdoI ®®"* f 
I 'f«ileel‘ffi h.ive the fij ®®‘^"^.®"‘ ® uontention, respondent 

I Was made of the 61 1 c^oab a ' **^spection which eventually 

;5>rmlty of SI/* and sv^a^ score points for color, uni- 
- 0toch an Jngpec& rdffift o^’ absence of defects, and character. 
*1^Y€ disclosed i j* the products shipped would 

adoquatS|l»sr ilarity, and would have fur- 
. i «. proof of „ breach of contrM; See Mutual Vegeta- 
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6/e Sales v. Select Distributors, 38 Agiic. Dec. 1359 (1979). However, 
we do not deem it necessary to decide whether complainant 
breached the contract by failing to ship product conforming to 
sample, because respondent totally failed to submit any evidence 
which would form a basis for computing damages in this proceed- 
ing. Without such accounting covering the resale of the 511 cases of 
pineapple or some other way of determining the value of such prod- 
uct at time of delivery, we cannot award damages resulting from 
any breach. See Anthony Brokerage, Inc. v. The Auster Company, 
Inc. 38 Agric. Dec. 1643 (1979). 

As we earlier found, respondent accepted the 511 cases of frozen 
pineapple, and thus became liable to complainant for the full pur- 
chase price thereof less any damages shown to have resulted from 
any breach by complainant. Since respondent failed to prove dam- 
ages respondent is liable to complainant for the full purchase price 
of the 511 cases of pineapple, for a total of $8,227.10, Respondents 
failure to pay complainant such amount is a violation of section 2 
of the Act for which reparation should be awarded to complainant 
with interest. 

ORDER 

Within thirty days of the date of this order, respondent shall pay 
to complainant, as reparation, $8,227.10, with interest thereon at 
the rate of 13% per annum from November 1, 1983, until paid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


B. G. Harmon Fruit Company, Inc. u. Bumgarner Produce, Inc. 
PACA Docket No. 2-6748. Decided December 11, Uo5- 


ConalKnmcnt — Dnmngcs— Failure to account. 

Where respondent has failed to submit an account of sales to 
plainant is entitled to reasonable value of citrus fruit handled on 


complainant. 

consignment. 


com- 


George S. y/hitten, Presiding Officer. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicuil Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER 


preliminary statement 

This is a reparation proceeding under Perishable Ag.» 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. 499a. et seg.). 
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repaiatiZ aMfn«r" ^^eka an award cJ 

reparation against respondent in the amount of $ 8 ,;« 7 . 7 () in co- 

of « t-'ocMoad ai 

wat served'’ U^n '‘"'f “’o «oi'ad,nent 

was served upon the parties. A copy of the formal complaint wai 

Sy romSanr- 

$16 000 o7and oomplaint does not nsc«d 

tion 47 20 rf 7 P^oedure provided in sec- 

conZred a f "f d“re. the verified pleadings of tho parti™ are 
cons dered a part of the evidence in the case, as is the l)e|,.itl- 
menta report of investigation. In addition, the parties wore Kiven 

Hlatement?. 

but neither party did so. Neither party filed a brief. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

4 SSr. l:o"-C£f;L?SS: '■ " 

i";'Sr “ « asr ;,t 

spOTSnt’nn^r'^*’ '^“'nplainant consigned to re- 

was oridnalW w of mixed citrus fruit. The truokloud of fruit 

but arr^^^ ^ “ Edneyville, North Onrolino, 

out arrived late and was rejected by the school. 

an accoumiurt^ ■'osold the fruit but has not rendorrf 

totaTof « 

within ni7Z^ri,“'?‘“‘l‘ ‘"‘'p'* ^“"0 < 1984, wliich was 

s after the cause of action herein accrued. 

CONCLUSIONS 

plai^anTand consigned to it by conv 

leges in its "'■ 



states that I*” ® consignment basis. Respondent 

BlnVid on had boon 

reply. Respondent^rihA trailer and was given an affirmative 
not oh a -mfrkera^'-^n '^hen the fruit arrived it was 

■ that respondent discovered that a 



B. G. HARMON FRUIT CO. v. BUMGARNER PRODUCE 
Volume 44 Number 7 


2976 


substantial amount of the fruit had spoiled. Respondent contends 
that the amount of the produce that could be salvaged and sold 

was negligible. , ,, x- c 

Complainant did not make any reply to the allegations of re- 
spondent’s answer, and accordingly we must conclude that respond- 
ent’s allegation in regard to having been told by complainant that 
the truck was refrigerated, whereas m fact it was not refrigerate , 
is true. However, while under the circumstances the lack of refrig- 
eration on the truck would have been adequate grounds for re- 
spondent to have rejected the truck, respondent instead accepted 
the truckload of citrus. In addition, respondent has not demonstra^ 
ed how it was damaged by the failure of the truck to be refrigerate 

ed 

Complainant specifically alleges in the formal complaint that re- 
spondent has failed, neglected and refused to render “ ““T ‘ied 
sales relative to the truckload of citeus. While > 7 " 
this allegation in its answer, respondent ta nowhere m this p 
ceeding submitted a copy of any accounting to 7 

ther has respondent offered any proof, in the form of a 
speotion, that the citrus was in poor condition “ “ 

elude that respondent's defenses fail, and 

complainant for the reasonable value of the citrus fruit at the time 

when it was received by respondent. dfnA 

Respondent’s failure to account pres^ us a difficult situa 
tion in regard to assessing the reasonable value ‘he ft uit. We ad 
dressed a very similar situation in Meyer Tomatoes v. Hardeastle 
Produce Co.. 40 Agrio, Dec. 1172 (1981), where we stated; 

Although complainant agreed that the of 

ruary 2, 1980, could be handled on a consignment basis by 
respondent, respondent has not furnished ™ 
counting as to this shipment of tomatoes. We also 
that such tomatoes were not inspected by a ne^al party 
after arrival and the only evidence that such tomatoes 

were abnormally deteriorated is f 

ent to that effect. See Mutual Vegetable Sales v. Sfeot D^ 
tnbutors 88 A. D. 1869. 1862 (1979). Respondents Mure 
to account to complainant for the tomatoes is a violatim of 

the Act and ' reguiatiops. Under the 

ment respondent is liable to complainant for the value ot 
the tomaLs at time of deUvery less expenses of a prompt 

and propehresale. Respondent's failure to account ne^essi- 
taWbur estimating- the amount for which responMt is 
liahlei ln arhhdhg at -an equitable figure we take into con- 
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Andrew K Stanton. Presiding Officer. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, jiro se. 

Decision by Donald A. Cktmpbell, Judicial Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a reparation proceeding under 
al Commodities Act, 1930. as amended (7 U.^C. 499a ^ g) 
timely complaint was filed in which i®^eon- 

tion award against respondent in the amoun $ . truckloads 
neotion with the sale and shipment to respondent of two truckloads 

of tomatoes in interstate commerce. npnartment 

A copy of the report of investigation prepared by the Department 
was served upon each of the Parties. A copy of the forma^^o™ 
plaint was served upon respondent, which fi 

the shortened procedure provided in prSure, 

Practice (7 CFR 47.20) is PPP«"^Tbfpart '“1 
the report of investigation is wnsidered P . verified, is 
as is the verified complaint. The answer, ooportunity to 

not part of the evidence. The verified statements and 

submit additional evidence in the form of 
to file briefs, but elected not to do so. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Complainant, Triple M Packing Inc., is a corporation whose 

address is P.O.Box 1368, Quincy, noridm 

2. Respondent, Corgan & hic., is ® York. At the 

dress is 161-162 N.Y.C, Te^inal ^ “tot was licensed 
times of the transactions involved herein, respui 

under the Act. ^ rpsoondent a truckload 

3. On June 21, 1984, price of $3.00 per 

of tomatoes consisting of 1,684 ^ pp, carton for 

carton, plus $.60 per not speci- 

palletizing, for a total ’ ..pgg was inspected at shipping 

fy any grade. The ‘rtckload of tomato^ ^ 

point and found to consist rf ^P3po„d- 

matoes with no decay. The tom ^thout objection. 

ent, which received and accepte „_„nared an invoice reflecting 

4. On June 22, 1984, complamant prep^^^^ 3^ 

the agreed uiJon contract terms as set forth m 
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and sent a copy to respondent. Respondent returned the invoice 
upon which it had made handwritten alterations changing the 

$b, 148.00. Respondent paid this sum to complainant, but has failed 
to make any additional payments for this load 

a *’ sold to respoadant 

a truckload of tomatoes consisting of 1,684 cartons at $S.50 mr 
carton, plus $.60 per carton for degreening, and $.16 per carton for 
palletizing, for a total contract price of $6,732.00, f.o.b. The contract 
did not specify any grade. The truckload of tomatoes was inspected 
at shipping point and found to consist of U.S. number three toma- 
."o decay. The tomatoes were shipped to respondent, 
which received and accepted them, without objection. 

6. Complainant prepared an invoice on July 10. 1984, renectine 
the agreed upon contract terms as set forth in Finding of Fact 6 
^d sent a copy of the invoice to respondent, which received it 

Sdtftortoer'’'’'''^^ 

RoU? were negotiated by 

employee of Gargiulo Inc., Naples, Florida, 
RonP® n agent for complainant, and Doc Case, an employee of 

Sonf;? I ‘ P™Pe''ed and sent to the parties conHr- 

termr NeUtf ® the agreed upon contract 

thpin-n/i confirmation contained any language concerning 
tne grade of the tomatoes sold. 

Witiiit I'll!?®' '"’,'rp‘e'"‘ was filed on October 19, 1984, which was 
mon hs from when the causes of action herein accrued. 

CONCLUSIONS 

thatT^TWpf! unsworn answer, is 

' SDOndfint P F an inferior grade of tomatoes on both loads. Re* 

ntober accustomed to receiving U.S. 

feithe otherwise stated in the confirmation, and 

shipped by complainant were U.S. number three. 

deny having accepted the two loads. There- 
lett damoffpR p the agreed upon contract prices, 

‘.tot It IS T»hijnnHp breach of warranty by complain* 

Wstfotlder^pp f h) prove the breach and damages by 

complainant bren^^^ l^ec. 7 429 (1983). Respondent's claim that 
would be im niimk oppress warranty that the tomatoes 

■aittwer, which IS ^ unverified 

considei^ llMFt of the evidence. Further, the 
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broker’s confirmations of sale do not mention the grade of the to- 
matoes. In addition, although respondent made written alterations 
upon one of the invoices returned to complainant, it never indicat- 
ed any dissatisfaction with the grade of tomatoes received, There- 
forOj it is abundantly clear that respondent has failed to sustain its 
burden of proving that complainant expressly warranted the toma- 
toes as U.S, number one, and that complainant breached such war- 
ranty. See H. C. R. Corporation v. Sacks Bros.y 16 Agric. Dec. 761 
(1967). Respondent is, therefore, liable for the contract price of the 
two loads less what it has already paid, or $7,524.00, Respondents 
failure to pay this sum to complainant is a violation of section 2 oi 
the Act, for which reparation should be awarded, with interest, 

ORDER 

Within 30 days from the date of this order, respondent shall pay 
to complainant, as reparation, $7,624.00, with interest thereon at 
the rate of 13 percent per annum from August 1, 1984, until paid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Chaparral Fruit Sales, Inc. v. Corgan & Son, Inc. PACA Docket 
No, 2-6751. Decided December 16, 1985. 


F.O.n. terms-Frclght faced by the buyer. 

Where the preponderance of the evidence showed that of 

of moosy for freight, from the amount o»od »?P toT „dor which thelyor 
produce, and it was agreed that F.O.B. terms were m effec 
pays the freight, respondent was liable for the unpaid contrac p 
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UabUitr' “ a"™®'-' 

Since the amount claimed as damages does not exceed lfir>,(IOOM 

wactice (7 CFR 47,20) is applicable. Pursuant to such proccdijic, 
of investigation is considered to be part of the evidence. 
IS he verified complaint. The answer, since it is not verificil is 
not considered part of the evidence. The parties were given an op 
portumty to submit additional evidence in the form of veriOd 
statements and to file briefs. Complainant submitted an oiieiiiim 
statement Respondent elected not to submit any addtt o 7 f 
dence. Neither party filed a brief. uuummu cvi 

FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. Complainant, Chaparral Fruit Sales, Inc., ia a corpoivitiun 
whose address is P.O. Box 7352. San Antonio. Texas. 

2. Respondent, Corgan & Son, Inc., is a corporation whose ad- 

ur of hi'r New ?o"i; At ,he 

“PiP)«ini>nt sold to rf.sixmd- 
ent a truckload of cabbage for $4,636.96, f.o.b. 

to reJntnHpnf f interstate commerce 

to respondent, which received and accepted it upon its nrrivnl, 

tract respondent an invoice reflecting the coa- 

tbflt it wfl*? H invoice and wrote thwcoa 

idPnt ^ $it672.20 for freight, leaving $2,964.75. which 

laent paid to complainant. 

’ formal complaint was filed on December 14, 1984, which wtw 
une months from when the cause of action herein ucciuikI, 


CONCLUSIONS 
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were f.o.b., respondent was liable for freight. 7 CFR 46.43(i). Re- 
spondent’s deduction was, therefore, improper. 

Respondent's failure to pay to complainant $1,672.20 is a viola- 
tion of section 2 of the Act, for which reparation should be award- 
ed, with interest. 

ORDER 

Within 30 days from the date of this order, respondent shall pay 
to complainant, as reparation, $1,672.20, with interest thereon at 
the rate of 13 percent per annum from June 1, 1984, until paid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Anne G. DeLeo d/b/a Anne DeLeo Brokerage v . Corgan & Son, 
Inc. PACA Docket No. 2-6779. Decided December 16, 1985. 

Burden of proof upon rcapondcnt-Brcach of warranty-Chnnge in contract 

terms. , a i j 

Where respondent admittedly purchased and accepted the produce from complain- 
ant, but failed to provide evidence to sustain its burden of proving a breach of war- 
ranty, and also failed to prove that complainant authorized any change m the con- 
tract terms from a sale to a consignment, respondent is liable for the unpaid con- 
tract price. 

Andrew Y. Stanton, Presiding Officer. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER 


PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultur- 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. 499a et seqX A 
timely complaint was filed in which complainant seeks a repara- 
tion award against respondent in the amount of $69,495.76 in con- 
nection with the sale and shipment to respondent of 16 truckloads 

of tomatoes in foreign commerce. * i. 

A copy of the report of investigation prepared by the Department 
was served upon each of the parties. A copy of the formal com- 
plaint was served upon respondent, which filed an answer thereto, 

AUhough the^amount claimed as damages exceeds $15,000.00, the 
parties waived oral hearing. Therefore, the 
provided in section 47.20 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR 47.20) is 
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applicable. Pursuant to such procedure, the report of investigation 
IS considered part of the evidence, as is the verified complaint. Tho 
answer, since it is not verified, is not considered part of the evi- 
dence. The parties were given an opportunity to submit additional 
evidence in the form of verified statements and to file briefs. Com- 
piainant submitted an opening statement Respondent elected n&t 
to submit any evidence. Neither party filed a brief. 

FINDINGS OF PACT 

1. Complainant, Anne G. DeLeo d/b/a Anne DeLeo Brokerage, is 
an individual whose address is 43 Linden Road, Albany, New York. 

2. ^Pondent Corgan & Son, Inc., is a corporation whose ad- 
dress m-162 N.Y.C. Terminal Market, Bronx, New York. At the 
tunes of the transactions involved herein, respondent was licensed 
under the Act. 

3. From July 21, 1984, through October 1, 1&84, in the course of 
toreign commerce, complainant sold to respondent 16 truckloads of 
produce totaling $60,695.76, delivered, as follows: 


Date of Sale 


Complainant’s Invoice 
No. 


Amount 


7/21/84 
7/30/84 
8/1/84 
8/3/84 
8/21/84 
8/29/84 
8/31/84 
9/4/84 
9/5/84 
9/8/84 
9/10/84 
9/11/84 
9/12/84 
9/21/84 
1,0/1/84 

' ^ *^0058, Bronx, New York, 

foreign com- 
respondent. Upon arrival of the 
shipper’s invoices included 

ijB .jjnder protest." 


M:- 


678 

$8,200.00 

697 

8,600.00 

706 

260.00 

706 

6,400.00 

747 

4,660,00 

762 

6,233.26 

768 

476.00 

769 

1,698.00 

776 

6,525.00 

784 

6,300.00 

786 

5,128.60 

790 

5,990.00 

791 

7.146.00 

807 

3,600.00 

823 

2.700.00 
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6. Respondent has paid complainant a total of $1,200.00 for the 
15 truckloads, but has failed to pay the remaining contract prices 
of $59,495.76. 

7. A formal complaint was filed on December 6, 1984, which was 
within nine months from when the causes of action herein accrued. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Respondent admits receiving and accepting the 15 truckloads, 
but alleges in its unsworn answer that 10 of these truckloads con- 
tained produce that was in very poor condition. Respondent claims 
that it received these truckloads under protest and obtained per- 
mission from the broker to handle many of them on consignment. 

Having admittedly received and accepted the 15 truckloads of 
produce, respondent became liable for the agreed upon contract 
prices, less damages resulting from any breach of warranty by com- 
plainant. Respondent bears the burden of proving the breach and 
damages by a preponderance of the evidence. Farm Market Service 
Inc. V. Albertson's, Inc., 42 Agric. Dec. 429 (1983). Respondent has 
failed to sustain its burden of proof. Respondent’s alleged defenses 
are contained only in its answer, which is unverified and thus 
without evidentiary value. However, even if the answer were veri- 
fied, respondent has presented no evidence, such as federal inspec- 
tions, showing the poor condition of the produce. Further, although 
respondent contends that it was permitted by the broker to handle 
many of the loads on consignment, it has not provided any evi- 
dence to sustain its burden of proving that the alleged change in 
the contract terms from a sale to a consignment was authorized by 
complainant. American Banana Co. Inc. v. Marvin Gray, 41 Agric. 
Dec. 539 (1982). Respondent is, therefore, liable for the contract 
prices for the 15 truckloads of produce, less the $1,200.00 it has al- 
ready paid, for a total of $69,496.76. 

R^pondent's failure to pay to complainant $69,496.76 is a viola- 
tion of section 2 of the Act, for which reparation should be award- 
ed, with interest. 

ORDER 

Within 80 days from the date of this order, respondent shall pay 
to complsilnant, as reparation, $69,496.75, with interest thereon at 
the rate of 13 percent per annum from November 1, '1984, until 
paid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 
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Continental Sales Co «. Flying Foods Inteunationai. Inc, 
PACA Docket No. 2-6724. Decided December 17, 1985, 

Burden of proof upon respondent. 

Where respondent failed to prove that complainant had authorized credits, it is re 
sponsible for full contract price. 

George S. Whitten, Presiding Officer. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultur- 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. § 499a et sea.). A 
timely complaint was filed in which complainant seeks an award of 
reparation against respondent in the amount of $2,231.74 in con- 
nection with the shipment in interstate commerce of 20 JoU of 

® ^ of investigation 

made by the Department was served upon the parties, A copy of 

anawPrThi complaint was served upon respondent which filed an 
answer thereto denying liability to complainant. 

S15 onn^nr^n^ complaint does not exceed 

tion 47' 90 p ^ method of procedure provided in 

^ §47.20) is applicable, 

ant to this procedure, the verified pleadings of the parties are 
ered a part of the evidence in the case, as is the Depart- 

addition, the parties were given 
um y to file evidence in the form of sworn statements, 
ver, neither party did so. Neither party filed a brief. 
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Texas, or Houston, Texas, twenty lots of mixed perishable produce 
having a total invoice price of $23,310.18, delivered. 

4. Respondent received and accepted all the produce referred to 
in Finding of Fact 3, and has paid complainant $21,014.44. Com- 
plainant has admitted that respondent overpaid on one invoice in 
the amount of $64.00. The balance due and owing from respondent 
to complainant is $2,231.74. 

6. The formal complaint was filed on June 29, 1984, which was 
within nine months after the causes of action herein accrued. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Complainant brings this action to recover the alleged balance 
due on twenty air shipments of mixed produce to respondent. Re- 
spondent admits receiving and accepting the bulk of the produce in 
each of the twenty air shipments, but alleges that as to some^ of the 
shipments certain items were not received, were received in less 
than the quantity ordered, or were received in damaged condition. 
Respondent states in its answer that complainant has been paid in 
full by three checks totalling $21,014.44, with the exception of 
$97.60 which respondent admits it failed to pay complainant due to 
an addition error by respondent. Although respondent claims it 
made full payment, with the exception of $97.60, respondent pro- 
ceeded in its answer to set forth specifically by invoice the amounts 
in dispute between complainant and respondent, and the specific 
reasons as to why respondent claims a lower amount is due on 
each invoice. Respondent lists nine invoices out of the twenty as to 
which it claims there is a dispute in amounts ranging from $19.00 
to $298.60, and totalling $908.74. Thus respondent raises specific de- 
fenses which total only $908.74 out of the total $2,231.74 which 
complainant alleges to be due. 

In analyzing the specific defenses raised by respondent we note 
that they all amount to a claim that an oral authorization of credit 
was granted to respondent by one of complainant’s salesmen foi 
shortages of product, or for damaged product. Respondent attached 
documentation in an effort to substantiate the authorizations ol 
credit. However, the documentation for the most part consists o: 
self-serving notes made on its own purchase order copies or on com 
plainant’s invoices. The only exceptions to this are two debi 
memorandums” which state that they are from Flying Foods Inc 
and to be charged to Continental Sales Co. Apparently these debi 
memorandums were issued by respondent and sent to complainant 
They are dated January 24, and January 25, 1984 respective!) 
These memorandums do not constitute adequate notice to coir 
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tl^y reLlent due to the late datea o„ whifi, 

antVarnroi™ f '"“d that 

Manef “ f ^P^derance of the evidence that there in a 

$2 2^1 74 -R ^''™’ •■«''P‘>“dent to coin|ilain„„t of 

$2,231.74 Respondents failure to pay this amount to <:oiiip|i,i,i,n,l 

aUrded'r™ ^ reparation sLuhl hi 

awarded to complainant with interest. 

ORDER 

na^to “'d®’ >'espond(..,t Khali 

at the $2,231.74, with interest Ih.-rr-on 

a P®’- from February 1, 1984, luilil 

Copies of this order shall be. served upon the parties. 


PiONEEK Marking Company v. Corqan & Son, Ini;, I'MW 
Docket No, 2-6749. Decided December 17, 1986. 

Uaralned answet-Breach of warraaty-Roaale not allcgcd-Accnril mrd 

^‘teeTotwa^rr"’ T,“'' ^pendant fnlind t« . 

ShTadrflX " L'!! ’r •“ ““““fr ‘hP =«von loo, I, or |..|l,„o 

the documentation accepted from compliitnmit I'm-i, il 

with reaultinKf Hum *’®8pondent’8 alleged defenses of bioncli uf Wi.nav.y 

CldTt aatisfaction were considered ns evldtur. 

would not provide the degree of proof necessary to reduce respondent's liiiMliLv, 

Complainant, pro se. 

Raspondent, pro se. 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell. Judicial Officer. 

decision and order 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

al under the Perishable Agrk'tiHur- 

tody TOMlalnf^ ’ “ «“toed (7 U.S.C. 499a el eeq.). A 

tion award ^ainiir** tod m which complainant seeks a ttipiira' 
uectioh wiii%^r^ respondent in the amount of $29,176.60. in ma- 
in inteMtd|comm“rce ‘™“PPda of lettuce 

VM S^^^ uj^rMA Pf P®""®^ *>y **'® Doparlrnism 

>laint waa ^ ^ of flie formal com- 

lenyihg liability ’^^ndent, which filed^ah anawer therslu 
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Although the amount claimed as damages is greater than 
$15,000.00, the parties waived oral 

dure provided in section 47.20 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR 47.20) 
is. therefore, applicable. Pursuant to such procedure, the report of 
investigation is considered to be a part of the evidence, as is the 
verified complaint. The answer, since it is not verified, is not con- 
sidered part of the evidence. The parties were given an opportunity 
to submit additional evidence in the form of verified statements 
and to file briefs, but elected not to do so. 

FINDINGS OF PACT 

1. Complainant, Pioneer Marketing Company, is a corporation 
whose address is P.O. Box 2034, Yuma, Arizona. 

2. Respondent, Corgan & Son, Inc., is a corporation whose ad- 
dress is 161-162 N.Y.C. Terminal Market, Bronx. New York. At the 
times of the transactions involved herein, respondent was licensed 

July 20, 1984, through September 13, 1984 
sold to respondent seven truckloads of lettuce at the following . . . 
prices; 


Date of Sale 

Complainant’s Invoice 

No. 

Price 

July 20, 1984 

C0646 

$4,018.60 

August 7, 1984 

C0567 

$6,646.00 

August 10, 1984 

C0664 

$7,423,30 

August 11, 1984 

C0668 

$7,602.60 

August 14, 1984 

C0673 

$4,102.60 

September 12, 1984 

C0636 

$6,717.60 

September 13, 1984 

C0688 

$6,717.60 


Total $41,026.80 


4. Complainant shipped the lettuce 

voice number C0646 in commerce to respondent^^^^^^^^ 

received and accepted it. Respondent has paid $3,168.50, leaving 
$860.00 allegedly due and owir« complainant. 
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5, Complainant shipped the lettuce reflected by complaijmut’s ii 
voice number C0667 in interstate commerce to respondent* whtc 
received and accepted it Respondent has paid $3,996,00 to con 
plainant, leaving $2,650.00 allegedly due and owing. This paymon 

not intended to be payment in full for the lettuce. 

6. Complainant shipped the lettuce reflected by complainant’s fr 
mce number C0664 in interstate commerce to respondent, whief 

m r • has paid complainsiil 

53.218.30, leavmg $4,205.00 allegedly due and owing, 

voce^uT^eTo^fif— complainant's in- 

reoLdld 

thflettuMrff secured a federal inspection of 

elt part: 


VARIOUS CONTAINERS Range 42* To 4S-p. 


Applicant States: 860 cartons. 


Condition; 


Reraarke: 


Head leaves; 1 to Z heads in most enr 
tons, none in some, avernffo G% 
damage by Rib Discoloration, 1 to 4 
decayed heads in most cartons, none 
m some, average 10% Bacterial Soft 

leaveT alTecting 1 to « 


nestncted to 160 cartons being unload- 
ed and upper 4 layers of 3 comjjlcto 
stacks nearest rear door in that por- 
tion of load remaining at time of in- 
spection. 


9' Respondent has failed tr. « 
tract price for fovofoe nu4er cTseT*’ 
iV Umplainant shinned fha. i ’ 

invoice number C0673 in intersf *’®flected by complainant’s 
which received and accepted! T commerece to respondent, 

Pl^an anypartoftheSraet has failed to pay com- 

f^mplainant shipped P""® of ?^.102,60. 

^mber 0 ) 6 !^ reflected in complainant's in- 

received and accepted commerce to respondent, which 
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12, On September 18, 1984, respondent secured a federal inspec- 
tion of the lettuce of invoice number C0636, which reads as follows, 
in relevant part: 

VARIOUS CONTAINERS Range 41" To 43"F. 


Applicant States; 850 cartons. 

Condition: Average 3% damage by Russet Spot- 

ting. 1 to 4 heads per carton average 
11% damage by Tlpburn. 1 to 3 de- 
cayed heads per carton average 9% 
Bacterial SoR Rot in various states 
alTecting 1 to 3 leaves. 


18. Respondent did not provide any evidence that it resold the 
lettuce of invoice number C0636. Respondent has paid $1,467.60 for 
the lettuce, leaving $4,260.00 allegedly due and owing to complain- 
ant. 

14. Complainant shipped the lettuce reflected by complainant's 
invoice number C0638 in interstate commerce to respondent, which 
received and accepted it. 

16. On September 18, 1984, respondent secured a federal inspec- 
tion of the lettuce of invoice number C0638, which found as follows, 
in relevant part: 

VARIOUS CONTAINERS Range 40" To 4rF. 


Applicant States: 860 cartons. 

Condition: Head leaves: 1 to 3 heads per carton 

average 8% damage by discoloration 
following bruising scattered through- 
out pack. Average 3% decay. 


16. Respondent has failed to pay complainant any part of the 
agreed contract price of $5,717.50 for the lettuce of invoice number 
C0688. 

17. A formal complaint was filed on December 7, 1984, which was 
within nine months from when the causes of action herein accrued. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

thfseven‘‘“adfof receiving „,k| ,.e«,>licg 

anew^ ani the iLTi""'' rospoiutcfs 

Still conclul that r?« enclosed therewith, wo would 

pletely without merit ““ <:«"'• 

number C06«*^resDomLnt bearing compiainniU’H invoice 

ent ie liable for auch arnoint/LMsom 

C0667, respondenf complainant’s invoice number 

cashed, and no ILZ its cheek wns 

the agreed upon orirp amount wan not 

dence a cop/^of tta submitted m evi- 

that the co/tract price was 

evidence that it ever obierfpH ’ proHoiUoti no 

tion, if resro^nt i« ff T"" 

$3,995.00 coLtituted an ^ Pnymciil of 

pletely without merit as - satisfaction, such claim is com- 

spondent's payment was evidence in the record that re- 

a bona fide dispute settloment of 

Dec. 763 (1980) Rpsnn ^ Acres, Inc., 30 Auric. 

W96.00pSntS^5toW^ 

beScSlaWe ‘''® “f® ^he truckload 

poor condition. RespondenT*h arrived in oxlromcly 

such as a federal ^nsno/vf- absolutely no evidence, 

cannot be given any ciSihS ®*^*®tautiate this claim, and it 
ence between the $3218 SO n liable for the dilTer- 

or $4,206.00. ^ contract price of $7,423.30. 

voice number eOW'dro^iilS bearing complainant's in- 

j nved m very poor condition, and has 
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presented an inspection report which purportedly supports this al- 
legation (Finding of Fact 8). However, the inspection was taken on 
only 150 of the 850 cartons in the load and it therefore, will be 
given no weight. Respondent is liable for the full contract price on 
this load of $7,502.60. 

Respondent has submitted no evidence whatsoever to support its 
claim that the lettuce in the load bearing complainant’s invoice 
number C0573 arrived in very poor condition, and is thus liable for 


the full contract price of $4,102.60. , . . 

With respect to the load of lettuce bearing complainant s invoice 
number GO 636, the inspection report pertaining to that shipment 
(Finding of Fact 12) does indicate a breach of complainant s suita- 
ble shipping condition warranty given in this f.o.b. sale (7 CFR 
46.43(j)). However, no damages can be awarded for this brewh ot 
warranty, as respondent is only entitled as damages to the dnfe^ 
ence between the actual value of the lettuce and the value it would 
have if it had been as warranted. The actual value of the leUuce is 
determined by the results of a prompt and proper resale, out re- 
spondent has not submitted any evidence of resales made on this 
load. See Green Valley Produce Co-op. v. Nicholas J. Zerillo, Inc.,^^i 
Agric. Dec. 619 (1982). As there is no other method to determine 
the actual value of the lettuce in this case, respondent is liable for 
the contract price of $6,717.50, less the $1,467.60 it has already 
paid, leaving $4,250.00 due and owing to complainant. 

Regarding the final shipment, bearing complainants invoice 
number C0638, respondent’s defense is that the load arrived with 
severe condition problems. However, the federal inspection report 
respondent has submitted along with its unsworn answer shows 
eight percent damage by discoloration following bruising and th 
percent decay (Finding of Fact 1®. This ® 

delivery standards for lettuce set forth in 7 CFR 46.44(aX2), which 
states that if the contract does not specify a particular “ “ 

the case here, the lettuce at destination may contain a 
of 16 percent damage by condition defects, including 
nine percent serious damage of which no more than 
may be decay. In this case, there was only three percent decay, and 

the^eight percent damage by discoloration 

not constitute serious damage. Therefore respondent is liable for 

the agreed upon contract price of $6,717.60. q„4. for 

We have determined thatT^pondent is liable to complainant for 

$860.00 for invoice $^60^^^^^ invoice 

C0657, $4,206,60 for invoice number 00 for in- 

number C0568, $4,102.50 fpr mvoi^ number g rI 

voice number C0636, and $6,71*7.60 for invoice number C0638. Re 
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spondent's liability to complainant, therefore, totals $29,176.50, and 
respondents failure to pay this sum to complainant is a violation 
of section 2 of the Act, for which reparation should bo awarded, 
with interest. 

ORDER 

Within 30 days from the date of this order, respondent ahall pay 
to complainant, as reparation, $29,176.50, with interest thereon at 
the rate of 13 percent per annum from October 1, 1984, until jiaid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


S?" MUUPIIV & Sons r. 

W nl 1 ^ 5 ^°"^’ Decided Decern- 

Unverified answer not In evidence, 

liable foTfJS^MnTra^ctp^ of sharing breach by complnlnnnt. it U 

George S. Whitlen, Presiding Officer. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, prose 

Decision by Donald A. Campbell. Judicial Offtoer. 

decision and order 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

al CommoditiM Perishable AgrlctiUur- 

timely complSt w^ S in' A 

reparation against resoonrf *!”®\“"’Pl®>'iant seeks an award of 
n^on with^rshiprnUn nt" 

tomatoes. P nt m interstate commerce of a truckload of 

' eemd me‘’par'ti8"T''*®^“°f Department 

upon respondsrwSoh fi'iT complaint was 

■ ^ ^ answer thereto denying Ji- 

Sin*'iS«' “"•* complaint does' not exceed 

' ^ K“‘c» of provided in sec- 
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dence. In. addition, the parties were given an opportunity to file 
evidence in the form of sworn statements. Complainant did not file 
an opening statement. Respondent did not file, an answering state- 
ment. Neither party filed a brief. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Complainant, O. P. Murphy Produce Co., Inc., is a corporation 
doing business as 0. P. Murphy & Sons whose address is P. O. Box 
548, Soledad, California. 

2. Respondent, Corgan & Son, Inc., is a corporation whose ad- 
dress is 161-162 New York City Terminal Market, Bronx, New 
York. At the time of the transaction involved herein respondent 
was licensed under the Act. 

3. On or about September 10, 1984, comlainant sold to respond- 
ent, and shipped from loading point in California to respondent in 
Bronx, New York, one truckload containing 1,620 26 pound cartons 
of size large and larger green “Just Ripe” brand tomatoes at $8.50 
per carton, plus 20 cents per carton for palletization, and $20 for a 
temperature recorder, for a total invoice price of $6,014.00. 

4. Respondent accepted the tomatoes upon arrival, but has not 
paid complainant any part of the purchase price thereof. The sum 
of $6,014.00 is presently due and owing from respondent to com- 
plainant. 

6. The formal complaint was filed on December 3, 1984, which 
was within nine months after the cause of action herein accrued, 

CONCLUSIONS 

Respondent admitted receipt of the tomatoes in its answer, but 
alleged that they arrived with 3% decay and 4% serious damage by 
sunken discolored areas. Respondent further alleged that they ai- 
rived mostly green or “just turning” color with very little red color, 
and as they ripened up began to show more and more decay. Re- 
spondent's answer was not verified, and consequently is not in evi- 
dence in this proceeding. Also, respondent did not submit any reply 
to the inquiries made by this Department during the informal 
stages of this proceeding. Consequently, there is no evidence 
record to support any of the allegations made by respondent. The 
record does not contain any copy of an inspection report on the to- 
matoes. ^ , 

We conclude from all of the evidence that respondent accepted 
the tomatoes. Since respondent has not proven any breach of con- 
tract on the part of complainant, respondent is liable to complain- 
ant for the full purchase price of the tomatoes. * 

Produce Company v. V.F. Lanasa, Inc., 39 Agric. Dec. 1520 (1980). 
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Respondent’s failure to pay complainant the sum of $0,0 U, 00 
violation of section 2 of the Act for which reparuUon hIiouH ^ 
awarded to complainant with interest 

ORDER 

Within thirty days from the date of this order, reapondGnl shaH 
pay to complainant, as reparation, $6,014.00, with intoroat Ihert^n 
at the rate of 13% per annum from October 1, 1984, until paid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Al Harrison Company Distributors a/t/a Haukison Mki.om Co, 
OP Arizona v. George Villalobos d/b/a Tekhijn llaANO 
International. PACA Docket No. 2-6805. Decided Dtwmber 
17, 1986. 


Partial admission of llabtllty— Contract price— Partial payment— Ifiduadini «■ 
penses. 

Where respondent admitted partial liability for the purchase of olRht loads of *»«!«■ 
melons for which an (Order Requiring Payment of Undisputed Amount wtw 
admitted the contract terms for seven loads, end complolnant'fl vorsUm of Iha rtft- 
tract price for one of the loads found to be proven by a proporidcrniirn of the e-ii* 
dence, respondent is liable for the difference between the contract prlcn of the rliM 
loads, less its partial payment, and the amount it properly deducted for imlrWiru 
expenses. 

Complainant, pro se. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by Donald A, Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

DECISION AND ORDER 


PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

is a reparation proceeding under the Perishablo Agricutlur- 
^ Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (Y U.S.C. 499a el sw ). A 
was filed in which complainant seeks n rcpaia. 
ISi™ amount of $28,810.43 in c«- 

watermelons 

report of investigation prepared by the Departaeisl 
the parties. A copy of tlie formal 
idmn'iii linWTu ^f°\l^Vondezit, which filed an answer Ihoreto, 
binder ^ ?11»944.72, and denying Jiabillty for the rfr 
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Although the amount involved exceeds $16,000.00, the parties 
waived oral hearing. The shortened procedure provided in section 
47.20 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR 47.20) is, therefore, applicable. 
Pursuant to such procedure, the report of investigation is consid- 
ered part of the evidence, as are the verified complaint and answer. 
The parties were given an opportunity to submit additional evi- 
dence in the form of verified statements and to file briefs, but elect- 
ed not to do so. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Complainant, A1 Harrison Company Distributors a/t/a Harri- 
son Melon Co,, of Arizona, is a corporation whose address is P.O. 
Box 699, Nogales, Arizona. 

2. Respondent, George Villalobos d/b/a Teksun Brand Interna- 
tional, is an individual whose address is 1865 Decatur Drive, San 
Jose, California. At the times of the transactions involved herein, 
respondent was licensed under the Act. 

3. From June 19, 1984, through July 6, 1984, complainant sold 
and shipped in interstate commerce to respondent eight loads of 
watermelons on a delivered basis. The sales were made through a 
broker, Central Produce Co., Inc., San Jose, California. The agreed 
upon contract prices were as follows: 


Date Shipped 

Com- 

plainant’s 

Invoice 

Number 

Sales 

Price 

June 19, 1984 

83 

$4,681.00 

June 20, 1984 

li8B 

$1,414.21 

June 22, 1984 

179 

$4,531.10 

June 24, 1984 

214 

$4,679.00 

June 30, 1984 

490 

$4,445.00 

July 2, 1984 

566B 

$2,670.48 

July 3, 1984 

609 

$8,616.76 

July 6, 1984 

660 

$2,681.88 


Total $28,319.42 
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4. The broker issued memorandums of sale reflecting the agreed 
upon contract terms. For invoice 609, the memorandum of sale 
showed a sales price of $.075 per pound for 46,890 pounds. 

5. Shortly after the watermelons were shipped to respondont, 
complainant prepared and sent to respondent invoices for all eight 
bads showing the agreed upon contract terms, except for invoice 
b09, where the invoice mistakenly showed a contract price of $045 
per pound, or $2,010.05 for all 46,890 pounds, A corrected invoice 
was later prepared and sent showing the actual contract price of 
$.076 per pound, or $3,616.76. 

6. Respondent returned the invoices to complainant, making 
handwritten alterations showing the following deductions for un- 
loading: For invoice number 83, a deduction of $80.00; for invoice 
number 118B, a deduction of $40.00; for invoice number 179, a de- 
duction of $36.00; for invoice number 490, a deduction of $33 OO- for 
injice number 565B. a deduction of $28.00; for invoice number 
of $80 00*^'^^^^°^ of $80.00; and for invoice number 660, a deduction 


7. Respondent has made the following payments to complainont 
tor the eight loads of watermelons at issue, which complainant hns 
accepted as partial payment: 


Form of Payment 

Date 

Amount 

Check 

August 6, 1984 

$4,412.00 

International Draft 

August 17, 1984 

$4,679,00 

Check 

October 3, 1984 

$2,600.00 

Check 

October 22, 1984 

$1,000.00 

Check 

November C, 1984 

$1,000.00 

Check 

December 11, 1984 

$1,000,00 


Total 

$14,661.00 


8. ^mplainant filed a formal complaint on November 19, 1984, 

^ within nine months from when the causes of action 

ierem acerued. 

27, 1986, admitting li- 
Order Requiring Pay- 

»nv I'nmrxi ^ Amount was issued, ordering respondent to 

y mplainant,:a^ the undisputed amount, $11,944.72. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

III respondent’s answer, which is the only evidence filed by re- 
spondent in this proceeding, it admits owing a balance of $11,944,72 
for the eight loads of watermelons. An Order Requiring Payment of 
Undisputed Amount was thus issued on July 2, 1986, directing re- 
spondent to pay this sum. Respondent denies any further liability. 
Respondent asserts that the contract price for complainant’s in- 
voice 609 was $2,110.05, not the $3,516.75 alleged in the complaint. 
Respondent also asserts that from August 6, 1984, through Decem- 
ber 11, 1984, it paid complainant a total of $14,591.00 by virtue of 
four checks and an international draft. Respondent contends fur- 
ther that it incurred expenses for unloading totaling $377.00, which 
should be deducted from the contract price. 

With respect to the contract price for complainant’s invoice 609, 
complainant has submitted into evidence a corrected invoice dated 
August 13,' 1984, for $3,516.76. The original invoice sent to respond- 
ent, dated July 9, 1984, was for $2,110.05. Complainant's contention 
that the corrected invoice reflects the actual contract price is sup- 
ported by the broker’s July 5, 1984, memorandum of sale, which 
shows a price of $.076 per pound for 46,890 pounds, or $3,616.75. 
We thus conclude that the preponderance of the evidence estab- 
lishes that complainant's invoice 609 had an agreed upon contract 
price of $3,516.76. 

Respondent's claim of payment is not denied by complainant. 
Further, respondent has produced documentation, copies of an 
international draft and four canceled checks, which show that pay- 
ment was indeed made in the amount of $14,591.00. 

We now turn to respondent’s allegation that it incurred unload- 
ing expenses of $377.00, which are deductible from the contract 
price. Complainant does not deny this allegation. In addition, the 
record contains evidence supporting respondent, as respondent 
wrote the deductions for unloading expenses on complainant’s in- 
voices when it returned them to complainant. As the watermelons 
at issue were sold on a delivered basis, it was complainant’s obliga- 
tion to deliver the watermelons to respondent free of any and all 
charges for transportation, 7 CFR 46.4S(p). Unloading expenses, a 
transportation charge, are thus properly deductible. 

Therefore, respondent’s liability consists of the contract price for 
the eight loads of $28,319.42, less $377.00 in deductions for unload- 
ing and the $14,691.00 already paid, or $13,351.42. As an order al- 
ready has been issued for $11,944,72, respondent is liable for an ad- 
ditional $1,406.70. Respondent’s failure to pay such sum is a viola- 
tion of section 2 of the Act, for which reparation should be award- 
ed, with interest 
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ORDER 


Within 30 daya from the date of this order, respondent ahnli mV 

n • percent per annum from August 1, 1984 unlit naid 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties, 


reparation ORDERS ISSUED BY 
DONALD A. CAMPBELL, JUDICIAL OPFICEU 

Yakima Fruit & Cold Storage Co. v. Ag West Gnnwi-ina 
PACA Docket No. 2-6693. Order issued Noverbar”' 

RULING ON RECONSIDERATION 

This 18 a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agriciittur- 
al Commodities Act, 1930, aa amended (7 U.S.C. 499a7t sen A 
^.on and Order was issued on June 28, 1986, aZding lamt 

missing rerond^^^ 898.60 plus interest, and dis- 

HoTfi!! counterclaim. Respondent filed a tiniolv iioli- 

26, jggj and a stay order was issued on Soptoinber 

Most 0 *f ttese'ahert^'’"'*®"* numerous allegations of error, 
and Order where^rt!''’"® ®**?"®'''®'y discussed in tho Decision 
Therefore thev do '''®‘'®.®’“nd to be completely without morit. 
ofresprdeKe f discussion. Only three 

Snreft on l '’® ®®nsidered herein, 

tract S "“f e™?'' 1 i^ Portion that its con- 

App etown brTni » Smart Apple and 

Shipped by complainant^n”'^ cartons of Larson brand apples 
Plea^nes to Zwl 1 ^-espendent failed in any of its 

the contract of snip compiainant*s ollegntioii Hint 

Further resnondPTif Autumn Fresh and Larson apples. 

C brief that iom. 
spondent In anv °I Larson apples was acceptable to re- 
: :A“ B^esh respondent did not order the 

the Decision and Order^^ ^PV^es, it certainly accepted them, as 
liable for the contmof • ^^^Po^dent, therefore, was 

l^ision und Qrdor apples, as concluded by the 

Autumn Fre?iolwn^fi!** i^*^**^*°”’ respondent claims that the 
cessive defects and nrvi t inspection to contain ex- 

that this bt should not have been aver- 
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aged with the rest of the load, resulting in a determination by 
Decision and Order that the load was not abnormally deteriorate . 
However, as made clear in the Decision and Order, the evidence es- 
tablishes that the inspection covered oniy the ° 

Autumn Fresh apples, and not the 865 cartons of size 100 Autumn 
Fresh apples. Further, such inspection was restricted, therefore a 
traoting from its credibility. Even if the 200 cartons of app es werre 
abnormally deteriorated, the Decision and Order 
aged them with the other 1,765 cartons in the load in 
the overall degree of deterioration, as the entire load of apples was 
considered to be a single commercial unit, subject to acceptance or 
rejection in its entirety. This is in conformance with a provision o 
the Department’s regulations (7 CFR 46.43(ii)). which states that a 
commercial unit "means a single shipment of one or P®”® 

able agricultural commodities tendered for delivery on a sin 
tract, [and] such commercial unit must be accepted or rejected in 

Finally, respondent claims in paragraph 12 of its 
there was insufficient evidence to justify the ^ W 

Sion and Order that complainant consigned the load to . 

Rogers, Dallas, Texas. This claim is wholly . 

evidence supporting the existence of such a comnlain- 

tained in complainant’s sworn statement in rep y, . jij_„ 
ant’s vice-president asserted that W. W, Rogers was ^ 

fruit for the account of whom it may concern. In addition, com 
plainant has submitted into evidence an invoice it issued . 
Lgers reflecting W, W. Rogers' remittance 
consigned apples. Respondent has offered no mg 
plainant’s evidence. The conclusion made in 
Order was thus fully warranted. ,.„=nnndent’s 

For the reasons set forth above, there is no f„re 

petition for reconsideration, and it should be 

the September 25, 1986, stay order is hereby vaca ^ ,gparatioia 
28. 1986, Decision and Order is hereby be paia 

awarded in the June 28, 1986. Decision and Order shall be p 

within 80 days from the date of this order. ^ 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 
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Sales 

ORDER REOPENING AFTER DEFAULT 

itie^ lot! mr:f alereTrv* U ' 

Pak Inc failed to flip » r i respondent Vo*u 

ance of a Default t™ely answer However, prior to tl.o is.sU- 

H?=sS53HrJ=' 

fault in the filing ^fin^anewl ® ^’ Valu Pak Ino.’e do- 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties’. 


a/t/r^TEM Lucky Seven Produce Company 

age Inc PACA DopIt *■ m****o*!^^ and/or Benchmark Bkokkr- 
1985. November 5, 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL AND DEFAULT ORDER 

al aZodUiriaTsri'’^ Perishable Agricultur- 

timely complaTnt wL fils “ ^ A 

tion award asrainst rpsnn ^ *** "'Lich complainant seeks a ropara* 
of $1,843.20 in connechhiT u" alternative, in the amount 
state commerce. A copy of the of strawberries in inter- 

each respondent. Resnondpnf t was served upon 

an answer, denidng habilitv Produce Company filed 

'“n'flt*" andlnHefauIt 

In a letter dated October 9 i qrk ^ • 

^ of its complaint aMinef ' ^^“P^amant authorized diamis- 
'any, but not affainst Lucky Seven Produce Com* 

ordingly, the complaint herebv^dr^”'®^ Brokerage Inc, Ac 
ucky Seven Produce Company against respondent 



MISCELLANEOUS 
Volume 44 Number 7 


3001 


respondent Benchmark Brokerage Inc. has failed to file an 
ansvfer and is in default, an order without further procedure is ap- 
pi'opriate pursuant to 7 CFR 47.8(d). ^ 

Complainant, Furukawa Sales Co. Inc., is a corporation whose a - 
dress is 865 Black Road, Santa Maria, California. Responden^ 
Benchmark Brokerage Inc., is a corporation whose address is 8100 
Produce Row, Houston, Texas. At the times of the transactions 
volved herein, respondent Benchmark Brokerage Inc. was licensed 

under the Act. 

The facts alleged in the formal complaint are hereby adopted as 
findings of fact of this order. On the basis of these facte, we con- 
clude that the actions of respondent Benchmark Brokerage Inc. are 
in violation of section 2 of the Act (7 U.S.a 499b) and have nlt^ 
in. damages to complainant of $1,843.20. Accordingly, w m 
days from the date of this order, respondent Benchmark Brokerage 
Inc, shall pay to complainant, as reparation, $1,848.20, with inter- 
est thereon at the rate of 13 percent per annum from July l, 
until paid. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Veoco Inc. v. Moore Marketing International Inc. PACA 
Docket No. 2-6890. Decided November 8, 1985. 

Bankruptcy — Stay order. 

Complainant, prv se. 

Bertran If. Boss, Loa Angeles. California, for respondent. 

I?&dsian by Donald A. Campbell, Judicial Officer. 

ORDER 

This is a reparation proceeding under 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U-S-C- 499a ^ 

timely complaint was filed in which “!^JSns ill 

of $3,886.00 against respondent in- connwtion veeetables. A. 

interstate commerce Involving shipme^ o j„_(; and re- 

copy of the formal complaint was served upon respondent, and re- 
spondent has filed an answer thereto, > is P O. 

Bo?r487“s:taI,Tal«^ 

of the transactions involved 
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Prior to the Decision and Oi*der in this proceeding, tiie Depart- 
merit was advised that respondent had filed in the United States 
Bankruptcy Court, Eastern District of California, a voluntary peti- 
A f pursuant to Chapter XI of the Baiikruntcy 

a diseh f! Department also was advised that 

a disohap m the bankruptcy proceeding would be a release of the 
Claim before the Department. 

an ^ provides for an automatic stay against continiiirig 

the Rank f debt once a party has filed a petition under 

siifio ™?rruptcy Code. Therefore, in accordance with 11 USC. 

f reparation proceeding is hereby continued until tiio De- 
partment receives proper notification that the Chapter 11 procccd- 

rsed^iCissed Bankruptcy Court has been 

Sshf T bankruptcy, or that the 

rangement discharged through confirmation of a Plan of Ar- 

Copies hereof shall be served upon the parties. 


"'“No“2t6?2°6^L°r " PACA Docket 

iNO. ^ Order issued November 20, 1985. 

ORDER DENYING PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION AND REOPENING 

to the comnJflina^f ,•>, f ^ 1986, awarding reparnlion 

October 16^1986 resoondfi of $462.00. By motion received 

eidered and reop^eS the inf TT®** 

Poors j A ^ introduction of new evidence 

ne^arttfr^ontet 

delivered. Respondent daima Parties was f.o.b., and not 

potatoes at issue were soW on a^deF <^*'6 sweot 

troduce evidence to do ao 

duce evidencfmarbrfiled”l%*brf reopen to intro- 

order. 7 CPR 47 24ft) Theeef ^ ’ssuanoe of the final 

was filed after the ‘® ™®P®P 

and must be denied. Order was issued, it is untimely 

and, thereforeV the^Mtit^^ supports the Decision and Order 
and is hereby denied The tafi is without merit 

1986, order sh& be pt2d wSsoT ®7''d®d 1° the September 27. 

Paia within 30 days from the date of this order. 
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Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Kitahaha Farms, Inc., a/t/a Kitahara 5’°' . 

Fruit Companv. PACA Docket No. 2-6664. Order issued No 

vemher 25, 1985. 

ORDER ON reconsideration 

In this reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricjiltura^ 
Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. §499a al se?a an 

order was issued July 1, 1986, ‘’jPfgY On July 10, 1985. 

against respondent in the amount of $10,32 . . 1985 

respondent filed a petition for reconsideration. On 12. ^86^ 

the order of July 1, 1986, was stayed, jo file 

fifteen days from date of receipt of the stey ® 
an answer to the petition. No answer was filed y P 1936, 
Respondent’s objections to the decision and or er that 

were fully answered therein, and upon ^^Hpnce and the law 

the order of July 1. 1985. is supported by the ce the law 

applicable thereto. Accordingly reinstated ’except 

cated, and our order of July 1, t?®®' “ fx within thirty (30> 
that the reparation awarded therein shall be p 

days from the date of this order. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Sol Salins, Inc. u. Fresh As 

6877. Order issued November 25, 19»&. 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

This is a reparation proceeding und^ 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amen . . jgeks reparation 
timely complaint was filed in ^7 i„ connection witla 

against respondent in the amount of uiiscellaneona 

; numerous transactions involving the shipmeni, 
produce in served on respondent. By 

ing complainant's rightto proceed in another 
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Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Cal-Mex Distributors, Inc. v. Mike Philups Entpiiphisks Iw. 
PACA Docket No. 2-6589. Order issued December Tlw- 

ORDER UPON reconsideration 

■ol’S:,;;"’* « rsss 

1985^wTaS^ on September 17, 1985. the order of July 1, 

of receint nf fhf ^ ^o^plmnant was given fifteen days from 
t receipt of the stay order in which to file an answer to ncli- 

IQsl Complainant's answer was fiiod October a 

is in Contends that the order of July I, 1085. 

find that resDondpnt’^^^^?*^*f^® reconsidered the order nnd 
raised bv a I are without merit. The maltera 

Jute 1 im ZfZ """"" our order of 

supported bv the T/ find that sucli order h 

cSfflv reLondpn^^^^^^^ thereto. Ac 

The stay of Sent-P h rr^^ooc nnd hereby is dismissed. 

19S5 i/hl ® i986, is vacated and the order of .lute L 

in that order^shfliri!^^^'^' awarded to complainant 
order tho date of this 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Mose Martinous a. Keith Connell, Inc. PACA Docket No. 2 4^7 
Order issued December 16, 1986. 

ORDER UPON reconsideration 

In reparation proceeding under the Perishable Aoriculteml 

nb-«tTi«t X T ' reparation to complainant 

for reconsideratioVof fh ^®sPondent filed a petition 

an S^wL W ^ ^ On August 12, 1985, 

plalnant was gran^'S fm 2, 1986, and cam- 

order in wWpbTn m ® ^ date of receipt of the 
fo file an answer to the ^petition to reconsider. 
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Complainant’s answer was filed on August 27, 
lUently served upon respondent. Although r^pon e 
granted an opportunity to reply to complainant s answer, P 

sat did file a reply on September 13, 198B. n^nriprit’s 

We have carefully considered the matters raised in 
petition, and have reconsidered our order ^ Ap- wq 

%ht of a reexamination of the entire record in \ 

conclude that the questions raised by the , .u ^ gych 

considered in arriving at our order of July 2, ui- thereto, 

order is supported by the evidence and the law ^PP ^ggg 

Accord irkgly, the petition is dismissed, the stay ^ Avcent that 
ts vacatel, and the order of July 2, 1985. is 
the time for payment shall be within thirty (30) days from the 

of this order. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Spada Distributing Company, Inc. u. 1985. 

Inc. PACA Docket No. 2-6933. Order issued December lb. 

ORDER OP DISMISSAL 

THia is a reparation proceeding under J seg.l A 

al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended * _ ‘ . reparation 

tinaely complaint was filed in 50 in connection with a 

against respondent in the V„„t.toe8 in interstate corn- 

transaction involving the shipment of p 

A copy of the formal complaint was °yf,g“^the^ 

letter dated September 25, 1985, . jn full settlement of 

nnent tliat it tendered to complainan ® , l jg^er dated Oc- 

complainant’s claim. ^?he matter has been amicably 

tober 28, 1985, that we notified that unless we 

resolved between the complaint would be dis- 

heard from it by November 5, ‘he^lgt^r. 
missed. Complainant did . dismissed. 

Accordingly, the complaint is e parties. 

Conies of this order shall be served upon the pa 
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The Nunes Company, Inc. v. Plaske-tt Enterprises, Inc., n/t/a 
Pacific Valley Produce Co. PACA Docket No. 2-6950.' Order 
issued December 16, 1985. 


ORDER OP DISMISSAL 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultur- 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. 499a et sea.). A 
timely complaint was filed in which complainant seeks reparation 
against respondent in the amount of $3,690.00 in connection with a 

transaction involving the shipment of cauliflower in iiiteratnte 
commerce. 

A copy of the formal complaiat was served on respondent which 

NoveZeri'r?o‘i’/''^“’ •iability to complainant. On 

Is vdthH ' I ' notified the Department that it 

was withdrawing its complaint. 

Accordingly, the complaint is hereby dismissed. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 
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reparation default decisions issued by 

DONALD A. CAMPBELL, JUDICIAL OFFICER 

Borelli Produce Distributors a/t/a Valu-Fresh Fruits & Vege- 
tables Ltd. u. RonAld G. Musto Produce Co. PACA Docket No. 
RD-86-1. Decided November 4, 1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
?31, 961.48 plus 13 percent interest per annum from March 1, 1985, 
until paid. 


Frank M. Minardo v. Tony Kastner & Sons Produce Co. Inc. 
PACA Docket No. RD-86-2. Decided November 4. 1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as 
§7, 889.76 plus 13 percent interest per annum from October l, la , 

until paid. 


Nugent & Sohapansk. Oechakd p. Ficob MANUPAmiBmo Co. 
PACA Docket No. RD-86-3. Decided November 4, 1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay 
$7,886.76 plus 13 percent interest per annum from Oc > 

until paid. 


« «« .. T & M Market Services 

Colorado Potato Growers ^o. RD-86-4. De- 

INC, a/t/a Get Fresh Produce Co. PACA Docm 

cided November 4, 1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay 
$497.60 plus 13 percent interest per annum 

paid. 
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plus 

1984, until paid. f’-°“ Decoinber 1- 


a,K" •: 




HrTOm^&^HAWKiNS 'produce d/b/t 

oided November 8, 198^ RD-gC-fi. De 

aa^rvS'^p^iaTrperetttnteLr^ complainant, as reparation, 
until paid. interest per annum from March 1, 1985, 


RD“Dedded^remZ“l^r”’ 

Respondent was orderp^l tn r»«v i . 

$6,596.80 plus 13 percent complainant, as reparation, 

untilrpaid ^ ^ from August 1. 1984. 


Co. PACA Docket No. 
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Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
§4,303.30 plus 13 percent interest per annum- from June 1, 1984, 
^ntil paid. 


Sequoia Enterprises Inc. v, Gilbert Guerra d/b/a ® 
I^noDUCE Co. PACA Docket No. RD-86-11. Decided November IJ, 
1985 . 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as r^aration, 
§3,622.50 plus 13 percent interest per annum from February 1, 
1985, until paid. 


Bfiuce Church Inc. u. Emanuella L. Peraino d/b/a ™ 

Outlet. PACA Docket No. RD-86-12. Decided November 12, 198&- 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainan^ as 
$847.60 plus 13 percent interest per annum from December i, lyeo, 

until paid. 


Heule Tomato Co. Inc. u George Howard d/b/a The Produce Co. 
PACA Docket No. RD-86-13. Decided November 12, 19»D. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, 

$5,653.98 plus 13 percent interest per annum from Jun , 
until paid. 


Oliver P. Wolfe III d/b/a M & ^ Tbowck 
George Howard d/b/a The Produce Co. 

86-14. Decided November 13, 1986. 

Respondent was ordered to 1986, 

$6,663.98 plus 13 percent interest per annum 

until paid. 


Oliver P. Wolm, Jr- De- 

tlowARD d/b/a The Prodvc^.^. PACA DocKet 

(jided November 13, 1985. 
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*“ pay complainant, as reparation, 
5.5,358.00 plus 13 percent interest per annum from July 1 1»85 
until paid. ’ ' 


Roger Sales Inc. y. The Produce Co. PACA Docket No. RD-86-16 
Decided November 13, 1986. 


T complainant, as reparation, 

P®** annum from November 1, 

1384 , until paid. 


Inc. PACA Docket 


Boston Tomato Co. Inc. v. Caron Fruit Co. 

No. RD-86-18. Decided November 13, 1986. 

rr complainant, as reparation. 

1984, until ' pa from Novembor 1, 


PACA Incokporated n. Crown Produce Co. 

PACA Docket No. RD-86-19. Decided November 13, 1986. 

S2fur?n "'!* T complainant, as reparation, 

fnt'ii paW ■“ June^, m, 


Co. PACA 

o. KD-86-20. Decided November 14, 1986. 


M ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
Ld percent interest per annum from June 1, 1986, 


i^bk 


‘•■^“UJSl'ACKINGCOMPANYa/ 
Produce Salks Inc PACA Doc 
berU, 1985 


M & R Company y. West Coast 
No. RD-86-21. Decided Novem* 
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Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
?103,353,00 plus 13 percent interest per annum from June 1, 1985, 
until paid. 


Elmco V , Ernest G. Anderson d/b/a Andy's Produce Co. PACA 
Docket No. RD-86-22. Decided November 14, 1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
§1,732.50, plus 13 percent interest per annum from December 1, 
1984, until paid. 


Blue Key Growers Inc. o. Danny Hawkins and Tommy Hawkins 
d/b/a Hawkins & Hawkins Produce Company. PACA Docket No. 
RD-86-23. Decided November 14, 1986. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
§30,478,40, plus 13 percent interest per annum from January 1, 
1985, until paid. 


CoKXPORT International Inc. r T & M Market Service Inc. a/t/ 
a Get Fresh Produce Co. PACA Docket No. KD-86-2 . eci e 
November 14, 1986, 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, ^ 
§12,616.26, plus 13 percent interest per annum from May l, lae ^ 

until paid. 


SCHEI.SKE & Sons Inc. u. Cal-Kern Dehydmtors lyrn, PACA 
Docket No. RD-86-26. Decided November 16, 1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay 
$12,515.26, plus 13 percent interest per annum from May 1. 1985. 

until paid. 


Katzman Produce Inc. d. Tom Panno. Jr., Ino. PACA Docket 
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Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
$4,676.25, plus 13 percent interest per annum from January l’ 
1985, until paid. ’ 


Standard Fruit and Steamship Company v. Crown Produce Co. 
PACA Docket No. RD-86-27. Decided November 15, 1986. 


Respondent was ordered to pay 
$456,818.49, plus 13 percent interest 
1985, until paid. 


complainant, as reparation, 
per annum from January 1, 


Chi^ita Brands Inc. v. Al Nagelbert & Co. Inc. PACA Docket 
No. RD-86-28. Decided November 15, 1986. 

complainant, as reparation, 
it.bi,aj6.47, plus 13 percent interest per annum from April 1, 1985 
until paid. 


& Son Inc, PACA Docket No. HD-8G- 
29. Decided November 16. 1986. 

'"iT complainant, as reparation, 

S paid’ 




& Son Inc, PACA 

iNo. KU 86-30. Decided November 18, 1986. 

528 062 OT'‘"nl‘n Tq “mplainant. as reparation. 


No^I^rsl & Son Inc. PACA Docket 

1>I0. KL>^ 6 -^ 1 . Decided November 18 , 1986. 
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Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, “ 
$1G9,286.75, plus 13 percent interest per annum from p 
until paid. 


C. A. CiRULi Brokerage Inc. v. A. 

Docket No. RD-86-32. Decided November 18, lass- 

Respondent was ordered to pay 
$5,038.30, plus 13 percent interest per annum from P 

until paid. 


Florida Sales Co. Inc. v, Al Pellegrino & Son Inc. PACA Docket 
No. RD-86-33. Decided November 18, 1986. 

Respondent was ordered to pay 1986, 

$4,722.90, plus 13 percent interest per annum fr y 

until paid. 


Farmers' MARKETmo Service v. A. f 

Docket No. RD-86-34, Decided November 18. 

Respondent was ordered to pay pHrMSSs! 

$16,632.76, plus 13 percent mterest per ann 

until paid. 


R- J DISXR.BU..RO CO. a. PoNXioos Breh, ^ I,c. PACA Docket 

No. RD-86-35. Decided November 27, !«»<>• 

Respondent was ordered 1> 1985, 

$6,928.46, plus 13 percent interest pe 
until paid. 


Bud Antle Inc. u. lJ^6-37.*?ecided 

View Farms. PACA Docket NO; RD-a^ 

1985. 
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Respondent was ordered to 
$749.80, plus 13 percent interest 
until paid. 


pay complainant, as reparation, 
per annum from January 1, 1985 , 


Maryland Fresh Tomato Co W n 

PACA Docket No. RD-86-38. Decided November 

Respondent was ordered to oav comnlflinfl^f « 
mtoo. Plus 13 percent inter^t^er 






S Dotket No^’ErsTk^^n''- Tomato^. 

cket No. RD-86-41. Decided November 29, 1986. 

$4 m Tr “mplainant, as reparation, 


The Woods Company Incorporated v. Ernest G Anderson d/h/n 

SJS"" DSd Notm 
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Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
$778.76, plus 13 percent interest per annum from February 1, 1985, 
until paid. 


Western Cold Storage Co, Inc. v. Benchmark Brokerage Inc. 
PACA, Docket No. RD-86-43. Decided November 19, 1986. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
$49,034,60, plus 13 percent interest per annum from December 1, 
1984, until paid. 


Hunt Oil Company a/t/a Plantation Produce Company y. Free 
State Produce Inc. PACA Docket No. RD-86-44. Decided Novem- 
ber 29, 1986. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, bs reparation, 
$7,660.00, plus 13 percent interest per annum from November 
1985, until paid. 


The A.E. Albeut & Sons Inc. e Woodswk Potato Co- 
PACA Docket No. RD-86-46. Decided November 29, 19»o. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, ^ l' 

$23,627.40, plus 13 percent interest per annum fr 
1984, until paid. 


The Crosset Company v. Kevin J. ^ Produce. PA 

Docket No. RD-86-46. Decided December.?,! • 

Respondent was ordered to W “™’^7rom°July 1, 1986, 
..826 26, plus 13 percent interest per annum trom 


$4 

until paid. 


V Mike D. Perkins d/b/a 
Colorado Potato Growers jUx rd- 86-47. Decided Decern- 
Triangle Produce. P^CA Docket.No. 

ber 8, 1986. 
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M “mplainant, 

$4 660.00 plus 13 percent interest per annum from 
until paid. 


as reparation, 
April 1, 1985^ 


George E. Chavez and Pablo A. Chavez d/b/a P A- r 

.NO, PACA Docket No. RD-86-48. Decided Deceler 8,^1986 “'“" 

M ,T P^y complainant, as reparation 

S p^d.*^ ™ f™” ApriU, 


PAPA dT. m Association v. Morningside Produce Inc 
PACA Docket No. RD-86-49. Decided December 3, 1986. 

SI P®y complainant, as ’ reparation 

K”,&“ I"" 


The Woods Company Incorporated v. Martin 
M Produce Brokerage. PACA Docket No RD 
cember 4, 1986. 


Montes d/b/n M & 
-86-60. Decided Be* 


S2 74 n’’nn‘’?‘ P®y oomplainant, as reparation 

S pl." ' P'’^ f™" April 1, 19^ 


S™DecTmber 

$if8Toott Tf P“y oomplainant, as reparation. 

1985 until Jaid ^o'”’“o>'y 1' 


n°' ifinA ^^“"’“ii'P d/b^a Centhai 

■ber^^Mr ^ Docket No. RD-86-63. Decided Decern- 
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Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as 
$5,619.20 plus 13 percent interest per annum from October 1, IDS , 

until paid. 


Rogers Sales Inc. v. Free State Produce Inc. PACA Docket No. 
RD-85-54. Decided December 4, 1986. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as 
$8,262.36 plus 13 percent interest per annum from October 1, 
until paid. 


Rivehbend Farms Ino. v. Free State Produce Inc. PACA Docket 
No. RD-86-65. Decided December 6, 1986. 


Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, 

$2,475.00 plus 13 percent interest per annum from May , » 


until paid. 


Harvest Time Sales Inc. v. Free State Produce Inc. PAG 
Oocket No. RD-86-56. December 6, 1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay 1985 , 

$2,430.60 plus 13 percent interest per annum from y . 

until paid. 


Girazian Fruit Co. Iko. c. Wert Coact Produce Sales Inc. PACA 
Docket No. RD-86-57. Decided December 6. 1980- 

Respondent was ordered to pay October 1, 1984, 

$8,911.50 plus 13 percent interest per annum 

until paid. 


Terres Noires Sherrington Ltd v, 
PACA Docket No. RD-86-68. Decided 


J. P. Daniel Produce Inc. 
December 6, 198B. 
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Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation^ 
$1,750.00 plus 13 percent interest per annum from March 1 1034 
until paid. ’ ' 


Greg Orchards & Produce Inc. v. J.A. Howel d/b/n J.A, Howeix 
Produce. PACA Docket No. RD-86-69. Decided December 6, 1985. 


T complainant, as reparation, 

$I,Ubl.00 plus 13 percent interest per annum from May 1 1985 
until paid. ’ ’ 


Vai^Mex Fruit Company Inc. v. Chino's Produce Inc. PACA 
Docket No. RD-86-60. Decided December 6, 1986. 

complainant, as reparation, 

iojf. interest per annum from December 1, 

l9o4, until paid. 


Northcross, Kent W. d/b/a Northcross Distridutino b. Crown 
Ptoduoe Co. PACA Docket No. RD-86-61. Decided December C. 

SlMnn'nm* "‘‘T. complainant, as reparatioa, 

until paid^ interest per annum from May 1, 1985, 


Lksue J. Bringino d/b/a h. B. Enterprises a. Nogales 'Perminal 
18. 1986“™“ Decided December 


Respondent was ordered to 
$264.00 plus 18 percent interest 
until paid. 


pay complainant, as reparation, 
per annum from January 1, 1986, 
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Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as/eparation. 
$1,554,00 plus 13 percent interest per annum from May U -lyoo. 
until paid. 


William Y. Murphey d/b/a Native 

Fruit & Vegetable Brokers. PACA Docket No. RD-SS- . 


December 18, 1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as 
$17,725.00 plus 13 percent interest per annum from July 1, -19 . 
until paid. 


Blue Goose Growers Inc. a/t/a Dole Citrus 
Produce Distributors Inc. a/t/a Central Produce. 

No. R.D-86-66. Decided December 18, 1986. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, 

$79,177.50 plus 13 percent interest per annum from June , . 

until paid. 


Cai>-IVIex Distributors Inc. v. Caballero 
DocRet No. RD-86-67. Decided December 18, 19»a- 

Respondent was ordered to pay 1 1985 , 

$11,7 69.68 plus 13 percent interest per annum fro P 

until paid. 


until paid. 


n 1 .1 pRowN Produce Co. PACA Docket 

Rausiier Fruit Sales 

TsTo. RD-86-69. Depi4#;P^.P“*^^ 
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,T *“ complainant, as reparation 

until paid.'’ 


A. Vila Produce Distributors Inc. v. Crown Produce Cn papa 
Docket No. RD-86-70. Decided December 19, 1985, 

ordered to pay complainant, as reparation' 

until paid ^ ISSS! 


Antigo Potato Growers Inc. d. Dickey Crew d/b/a Crew Truck-^ 
ING. PACA Docket No. RD-86-71. Decided December 19, 1985 

Slt/eT '‘nlns r “mplainant, as reparation,: 

Ltil pald^ percent interest per annum from May 1. 1985/ 


Blue Key Growers Inc. v . Jerry K. Polk 
No. RD-'86-73. Decided December 19, 1986. 


Produce. PACA Docket ; 


Respondent was ordered to 
$3,267.00 plus 13 percent interest 
until paid. 


pay complainant, as reparation, ' 
per annum from January 1, 1986, 


Dooktt^o’^ KD'86%?nZ INTERNATIONA!. Inc. PACA 

L/ocKet iNo. ltD~86-74. Decided December 19, 1986, 


Respondent was 
$22,793.28 plus IS 
1986, until paid. 


ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
percent interest per annum from January 1, 
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Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
$679.50 plus 13 percent interest per annum fi'om December 1, 1984, 
until paid. 


OsHiTA Inc. u. Wayne H. Hatanaka d/b/a W. H. Distributing. 
PACA Docket No. RD-86-76. Decided December 20, 1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
$18,369.35 plus 13 percent interest per annum from May 1, 1985, 
until paid. 


ValtMex Fruit Company Inc. v. George Howard d/b/a The 
Produce Co. PACA Docket No. RD-86-77. Decided December 20, 
1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
$49,308.69 plus 13 percent interest per annum from June 1, 1985, 
until paid. 


Dobbins and Ramage Inc. u. Tommy Hawkins and ^anny Haw- 
kins d/b/a Hawkins and Hawkins Produce Ompany. PACA 
Docket No. RD-86-78. Decided December 20, 1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
$3,307.50 plus 13 percent interest per annum from March 1, 1980, 
until paid. 


Interstate Packing Co. r PRN Faorr & 

PACA Docket No. RD-86-79. Decided December 20, 1985. 


Respondent was ordered to pay f 

$4,420.70 plus 13 percent interest per annum from July , . 

until paid. 


SUNFRESH INC. 0. MOUNTAIN V™ P^CA Dockst No. 

RD-86-80. Decided December 27, 1985. 
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$2,13194 plus ra^ercenrLtwerf ™ repai'a'nant. as reparation, 

1984, until paid. Novemmm from November 1 


d/b/a Rogers Produce^panT'paa Enterprises Ikc, 

cided December 27, 1986. ' No. RD-86-8}ket No. BD-86-81. De- 

$5,360^00 tins r3%ercfnrtt*eresTperM‘’'“"7‘’ “ ‘•epor^^^atit. as reparation, 
until paid. annum from May 1, im from May 1985, 


Henry Ankeny Co n t n r* 

Produce Company. PACAnankM^^Z 

ber 27, 1986. ^^0-86-82. Decided Dec6-82. Decided Decom- 

$4,80160 "^p^l irpeTfe^Unteres^n™”*’*®” reparatinant, as reparation, 
1986, until paid. P®'' Februarjm from February 1, 


In 7 d/b/a RoMM^RODuS^r''® Inc. 0. ■J.D.C. Enterpri; J.D.C. Enterprises 
Respondent was order«»H fn 

$4,627.06 plus 13 percent interP^r^ reparatinant, as reparation, 

until paid. ^ froai April 1, 19? from April 1, 1985. 


No. RD- 

$6,162^70 plus iTDercfnrfnfl” complainant, as reparationnt, as reparation, 

May 1 , IDSffrom May 1. 1986, 
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James D. Iris d/b/a State Wide Brokerage Co. u. George 
Howard d/b/a The Produce Co. PACA Docket No. RD-86-86. De- 
cided December 27, 1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
?6,603.76 plus 13 percent interest per annum from June 1, 1985, 
until paid. 


P K M Inc. a/t/a Fanciful Company v. Wayne M. Hatanaka d/ 
b/a W.H. Distributing. PACA Docket No. RD-86-86. Decided De- 
cember 30, 1985. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, as reparation, 
$11,308.74 plus 13 percent interest per annum from May 1, 1985, 
until paid. 


Richard S. Brown Inc. u. Wayne M. Hatanaka d/b/a W.H. Dis- 
tributing. PACA Docket No. RD-86-87. Decided December oO, 
1986, 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, 

$1,200.00 plus IS percent interest per annum from May 1, im, 
until paid. 


Pure Gold Inc. v, Wayne M. Hatanaka d/b/a W.H. Diotbibuting. 
PACA Docket No. RD-86-88. Decided December 30, 1986. 

Respondent was ordered to pay complainant, 

$24,464.60 plus 13 percent interest per annum from May i. 
until paid. 


Seaboard Produce Dietributorb Inc. v. 

PACA Docket No. RD-86-89. Decided December 30, 1086. 

Respondent wae ordered to pay 
$2,38130 plus m. percent interest per annum from June 1, 1986. 

until Daid. > 
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No. BD- 


Respondent was ordered to 
$730.00 plus 13 percent interest 
paid. 


pay complainant, as reparation, 
per annum from May 1, 1986, until 


$1,99o!*00 p^Ius ™peroeS*interes'r^ complainant, as reparation, 
until paid P®*" ^'■0'" May 1, 1986, 


PACADoSno 

et Mo. RD-86-92. Decided December 80, 1986. 

$23,77SXs'^l^ percent irter^t reparation, 

1984, until paid. ^ * interest per annum from October 1, 


To1^lNo*PAcV^DockefN^^R™86“93^^ 

xj^iLKei MO. KU-86-93. Decided December 30, 1986, 

$6,173^00 plus IS^nercenr^ complainant, as reparation, 

until paid May 1, 1986, 
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after default and allow the filing of an answer pursuant to section 
47.25 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR 47.25(e)). 

The record has been carefully considered and it is concluded that 
the motion to reopen was filed within a reasonable time, and that 
good reason has been shown why the relief requested in the motion 
should be granted, Mendelson-Zeller Co. v. United Fruit Distribu- 
tors, 16 A.D. 790 (1957). Accordingly, respondent’s default in the 
filing of an answer is set aside and the proposed answer submitted 
by respondent is hereby ordered filed. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Mann Packing Co. Inc. v. A. Levy Distributing Co. Inc. PACA 
Docket No. RD-86-359. Order issued November 12, 1985. 

ORDER 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultur- 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. 499a et seq.).^ A 
timely complaint was filed in which complainant seeks reparation 
of $7,730.75 against respondent in connection with transactions in 
interstate commerce involving shipments of mixed vegetables, 
copy of the formal complaint was served upon respondent, and re- 
spondent has filed an answer thereto. 

Complainant, Mann Packing Co. Inc., is a corporation whose ad- 
dress is P.O. Box 908, Salinas, California. Respondent, A. 
tributing Co. Inc., is a corporation whose address is 1659 W. bnaw 
Avenue, Fresno. California. Respondent was licensed under the Act 

at the time of the transactions involved herein. 

Prior to the issuance of a Decision and Order in 
the Department was advised that respondent ha i e in t 
United States Bankruptcy Court, Eastern District of Cahforma, a 
voluntary petition for reorganization pursuant to Chaper XI ot me 
Bankruptcy Act (11 U.S.C. §§ 1101-1174). The Department a so was 
advised that a discharge in the bankruptcy proceeding would be a 

release of the claim before the Department. ^ 

11 U S C § 362 provides for an automatic stay against continuing 
an action involving a debt once a party has Hied a petition under 
the Bankruptcy Code. Therefore, in a^ordance with 11 U.SU 
§ 362, this reparation proceeding is hereby continued ^ 

Lrtment receives proper notification that the Chapter 11 proceed- 
C Z^ praXg in the Uiii^States Bankruptcy Court has been 
closed. diL;iss4 Sr converted fo straight bankruptcy, or that the 
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of a Plan of An 

Copies hereof shall be served upon the parties. 


ITO Packing Co. Inc » A n 

Docket No. RD-86-S60Orrfr ^ Distributing Co., Inc. PACA 
at) aeo. Order issued November 12. 1986. 

ORDER 

»«r2"SS SS’JTc'SS 

interstate commerce involvino- w transactions in 

copy of the forZ“ A 

opondent has filed an answer thereto respondent, and re- 

Complainant, Ito Packincr On L 
is P.O. Box 707, Reedley Californifl 'p ^ whose address 

ing Co. Inc., is a 

Avenue, Fresno. California ReLnH . T Shaw 

‘k* •«.«»» iSS'S;”""' “» « 

CrS:;r.rXw tr " “ 

United States Bankruptcy 

voluntary petition for reorg^riL^ California, a 

Bankruptcy Act (11 U.S.C §§ llOl-mr^^fn'’ "“''® 

advised that a discharge in thV h»"t * Ucpartment also was 
release of the claim before the Proceeding would be n 
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Furukawa Sales Co., Inc. y. Benchmark Brokerage, Inc, and/or 
Canino Produce Co., Inc. PACA Docket No. RD-85-364, Order 
issued November 20, 1985. 

ORDER REOPENING AFTER DEFAULT 

In this proceeding under the Perishable Agricultural Commod- 
ities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. 499a et seg.), the respondents 
failed to file a timely answer. A Default Order was issued on Sep- 
tember 17, 1986. Respondent Canino Produce Co., Inc. filed a 
motion to reopen the proceeding after default and allow the filing 
of an answer pursuant to section 47.25 of the Rules of Practice (7 
CFR 47.25Ce)). A Stay Order was issued on October 1, 1985, staying 
the Default Order with respect to Canino Produce Co,, Inc. only. 

The record has been carefully considered and it is concluded th^ 
the motion to reopen was filed within a reasonable time, and tht 
good reason has been shown why the relief requested in the motio 
should be granted. Mendelson-Zeller Co. v. United Fruit Distribi 
tors, 16 A.D. 790 (1957). Accordingly, the default in the filing of a: 
answer of respondent Canino Produce Co., Inc. is set aside and it 
proposed answer is hereby ordered filed. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 

[NEW DOCKET NO. IS PACA 2-7007.-Ed.] 


Saras Inc. v . Mack Dempsey Co. PACA Docket No. RD-85-37C 
Order issued November 25, 1985. 

ORDER DENYING MOTION TO REOPEN AFTER DEFAULT 

In this proceeding under the Perishable Agricultural Commoc 
ities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. 499a et seq.), the responden 
failed to file a timely answer. A Default Order was issued on Sej 
tember 20, 1986. On October 23, 1985, respondent filed a propose 
answer, in effect moving to reopen after default. 

Respondent's proposed answer will not be accepted for filing. Tb 
Rules of Practice state that a default will not be reopened unlei 
th.e respondent presents a good reason why an answer was n( 
timely filed (7 CFR 47.26(e)), and respondent has not presented ar 
such reason. In any event, the Department lost jurisdiction at tl 
expiration of 30 days from the date of the Default Order, or Oct 
ber 20, 1986. American FVntf Growers v. Lewis D. Goldstein F & 
Corp., 78 P. Siipp.' 30!9 (E.D. Pa. 1948); Southland Produce Co. 
Caamano Brothers Wholesale, 89 Agric. Dec. 789 (1980). 
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Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 


Otay Packing Co. o. J & S Produce Corp, PACA Docket No, RD- 
86-333, Order issued December 10, 1986. 

ORDER REOPENING AFTER DEFAULT 

In this proceeding under the Perishable Agricultural Commod- 
ities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. 499a et se^.), the respondent 
failed to file a timely answer. However, subsequent to the Septem- 
ber 4, 1986, issuance of a Default Order, respondent requested an 
extension of time to file a motion to reopen the proceeding after 
default and allow the filing of an answer pursuant to section 47 25 
of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR 47.26(e)). On October 16, 1986. the 
Default Order was stayed to give respondent the opportunity to file 
a motion to reopen. Such a motion was filed on October 17, 1986 
and complainant has filed an opposition thereto. ' 

The record has been carefully considered and it is concluded that 
the motion to reopen was filed within a reasonable time, and that 
good reason has been shown why the relief requested in the motion 
should be granted. Mendelson-Zeller Co. v. United Fruit Distribu- 

-Accordingly, respondent’s default In 
the filing of an answer is set aside. Respondent shall file an answer 
within 10 days of service of this order. No extensions of time will 
be granted, and the failure to file a timely answer will result in tho 
reissuance of a default order against respondent. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 
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Reapondent's motion must be denied. 
fault Order ordered respondent to pay reparafao f ^ 

from the date of this order.” Therefore. P«^",““;de„t's 
before November 1, 1985. The "P® that the 

motion was mailed contains a postmar October 31 1985, 

letter was mailed from San Jose, California on October 31, 1 

p.m. It is obvious that unless respondent e^cted to usejxp^^ 

mail, which he did not, “ ^t the envelope shows 

the Department by November 1 it was 

that it was received on November 4, 198 , consider re- 

due. Therefore, the Secretary is without junsdic 

spondent-s motion, as the Default Order 

expiration of the time allowed for i mg a 

iZky V. Commissioner of Internal iJcuc«uc 235 F.2d 97 |th 

1956)! affd per curiam 352 U.S. 1027 ^ 966 ); SontWond ft 
a/t/a Keystone Produce Co. v. Caamano Brothers Whoiesate. 

Agric. Deo. 789 (1980). , , , 

Respondent's motion to reopen after default i 
Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties, 


Chiqoita Brands, Inc. <i. Al NAGEUBERa & Co.' 

No. RD-86-28. Order issued December lU, ly ■ 

stay order 

In this reparation a Default 

Commodities Act. 1930, as a^J^d^ repa^^^^^ t® 

Order was issued on November 15> 1® ' _ ,ggpo„d- 

the complainant in the amount of $6I.326_4i. uy m 

ent has moved that this matter be jg hereby stayed. 

Accordingly, the order of November 
Complainant may have ufteen UW y 

to file an answer to the petition to reopen. paj-ties. A copy of 

Copies of this order shall be “f^^g'i^Jplainant. 

respondent’s petition shall be served upon the comp 
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n Co. Inc. PACA Docket No. RD- 

so-d4b. Order issued December 11, 1986. 

ORDER 

This is a reparation proceeding under the Perishable Agricultur- 
al Commodities Act, 1930, as amended (7 U.S.C. 499a cf set, ) A 

ofTo “mplainant seeks repaiaLit 

of ?6, 958.16 against respondent in connection with transactions in 
interstate commerce involving shipments of onions. A copy of the 

MeH iT*’ respondent, and respondent has 

failed to file an answer thereto. ponoenv nns 

Bo?”27 La7onf cT7 n “ whose address is P.O. 

aox { 11 , Lament, California. Respondent, A. Levy Distributine- Pn 

Inc., IS a corporation whose address is 1559 w cihm a ^ 

timrf th^r^" hoensefuldl fhelcfluhe 

time of the transactions involved herein 

y petition for reorganization pursuant to Chanter XT nf tLn 
an actn blSTdt/onre 

the Bankruptcy Code tL f “ “"der 

closed, dismissef, or convert to^tai,7tt™r°^ ’’p®" 

““S'"" iliSJ 

Copies hereof shall be served upon the parties. 


' Set n7r7-86^ n o Brokerage Inc. PACA 

KOI IMO. KU-86-17. Order issued December 23, 1986. 

ORDER OP DISMISSAL 

mplainant seeks reparation against 
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respondent in the amount of $16,803.00 in connection with transac- 
lions involving the shipment of vegetables in interstate commerce. 

A copy of the formal complaint was served on respondent, which 
failed to file an ang\ver. Prior to the issuance of a Default Order, a 
review of the record revealed that the date the informal complaint 
had been filed with the Department, May 16, 1985, was in excess of 
nine months from when the causes of action alleged in the com- 


plaint had accrued. 

Complainant contended in its informal complaint that respond- 
ent was liable for two loads of produce shipped on July 21 and 26, 
[984. Although the record does not indicate when the produce ar- 
wed at respondent’s place of business in Houston, Texas, we can 
^ume that the transit time from complainant’s place of business 
n Onley* Virginia, was no more than four days. Therefore, the 
>roduce must have arrived not later then July 25 and 29, 1984, re- 


ipectively. Where there is no probative evidence as to when pay- 
nent was due, it is presumed that such period was 10 days after 
he date of acceptance. See 7 CFR 46.2(aaX6). Although the infor- 
nal complaint did not allege any specific period for payment, the 
brmal complaint alleged that payment was not due until 90 days 
ifter acceptance. However, this contention is contradicted by com- 
ilainant’s own invoices, attached to the formal complaint, w ere 
he space under the heading "terms" is left blank. We, t 
onclude that the 10 day period for payment was 
auses of action accrued on August 4 and August 8, 198 . 

The Department lost jurisdiction after nine months when 
he causes of action accrued on August 4 and » 

Jay 4 and May 8, 1986, respectively, which PJ-ec^ded the filing 
he informal complaint on May 16. 1986. 7 CFR 47.3(a). According- 


the complaint is hereby dismissed. 

Copies of this order shall be served upon the parties. 
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In re: Amigo Food Corporation P.Q, Docket No. 130. Decided No 
vember 5, 1986. 

Civil penalty— Conaent. 

Joseph Pembroke, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decmon by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 

CONSENT DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Act of August 20 101? 
as amended (Act) (7 U.S.C. §§161-164a and s ' 

filed by the Administrator of the AnSiVand Plant H 
tion Service alleging that 
lated the Act fnd remilaH 
§301.75). The parties h^ve a^e^Xt 

terminated by entry of th» P>’“®edmg should be ' 

have a^eed to the following s%Xtionr'“” 

this Consent DeSn raly^rMwSnt***°" f " u P^^isions of 
Secretary of the United State«^^ J specifically admits that the 
risdiction in this matter n«»l Agriculture has ju- 

allegation in the complaint aXdte”t** fif remaining 

forth below, and waives; ’ ^ ^ ^ Findings of Pact set 

final deds“n inlhfe pmceedtefc^'^^ requirements that the 
with respect to all material issues offact”!^'"'^’'’®^'*'”^ conclusions 
“ ‘he reasons or bases thereofllgw ’i as well 
review and otherwise challenTl eonte 

8‘on; andI122. Respondent also * validity of this deoi- 
United States Department of Awi * ?“ agrees that the 

“the proceeding and waives a^ net''*™ "prevailing party" 
Dep^ment of Agriculture unZ th^F ‘ 

“»0 (6 U.S.C. § 504 et aeg“ t 
^ respondent in connection witTth " 


D’fWrSTKT/ie. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Respondent having admitting the jurisdictional facta and having 
reed to the provisions set forth in the following order in disposi- 
m of the proceeding, such order will be issued. 

ORDER 

The respondent is assessed a civil penalty of three hundred dol- 
■s ($300) which shall be payable to the “Treasurer of the United 
lies" by certified check or money order, and which, shall be for- 
rded to Joseph P. Pembroke, Office of the General C^ounse , 
om 2422 South Building, United States Department of Agricul- 
■e. Washington, D.C. 20250-1400, within thirty (SO) days from the 
ective date of this order. 

[•his order shall become effective on the day upon which service 
this order is made upon respondent. 


re: Delta Air Lines, Inc. P.Q. Docket No. 144. Order issued No- 
vember 16, 1986. 

oision by Edward H McGrail, Administrative Law Judge. 


ORDER DISMISSING COMPLAINT 

■'or good cause shown in Complainant’s Motion, ^ed 

1985, the Complaint issued in this matter is d^issed^/r /S 
'DEMEB, that the Complaint issued in this matter on 

1986, be, and hereby is, dismissed. 
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Garbage unloaded In violation of regulatlona-Clvil penalty-Conaanf. 

Joseph Pembroke, for complainant. 

Eilleen Gleimer. Washington, D.C.. for respondent. 

Deomon by Dorothea A. Baker. Adraini^trative Law Judge. 

CONSENT DECISION 

§§ 160aa et seq.) and the Act of August 20 1 Q 19 no ^ ^ m 
use 8lfii and i. . August zu, lyiz, as amended, (7 

the L m! and S h'' Administrator of 

1 1 !• ^ ^ Inspection Service alleging that Na- 

Acts and regulations pro- 
sea ) The narti^ La, ^ j § 330.400 e( 

Sd by entry of Z Z' ‘’n P'-<x=«®di"g should be termi- 

tM= r ‘’’i® stipulation and the provieione of 

stcretaZof th^IlZ To' specifically admits that the 

risd Z in ht mT of Agriculture has ju! 

alStZ Tn Z T fhe remaining 

forth bZw anS wres '"' 

(a) any further procedure; 

ing co^afn firdT™ ""T "’f P™oeed- 

issues of fact layTorT'^ conclusions with respect to ail material 

thereof" ® f^e reasons or basis 

or con^l^^MroS^^ 

{6 U.S.C.^()4 et spn \ fn V^ Access to Justice Act of 1980 

respondent in conne^tlr^^^ “ by the 


has made conformi 
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FINDINGS OP FACT 

1. National Airlines, respondent, is a corporation whose address 
is 3333 New Hyde Park Road, New Hyde Park, New York 11042. 

2. On or about January 21, 23, and 24, February 7, and June 10, 
and 14, 1985, respondent removed foreign origin garbage from 
flights arriving at J. F. Kennedy International Airport, Jamaica, 
New York. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and 
having agreed to the provisions set forth in the following order in 
disposition of the proceeding, such order will be issued. 


ORDER 

1. National Airlines, respondent, is jessed a tots! 

of C$1,500) payabie in four equal mstallmCTts of $375. Such mstal 
monte shall be made payable to ‘he “Treasurer of the Umt d 
States" by certified check or money order, and shall 
to Joseph P. Pembroke, Office of the 

South Building, United States Department of AgM thirte @0) 
ington, D. C. 20260. The first instellment shall be made thirty WW 

days from the effective date of this order. . , « Kennedy 

2. National Airlines Compliance I 

International Airport (Agreement number 23) da 

1984, is suspended until January Compliance 

3. On or after January 1, 1986, following listed 

Agreement shall be reinstated, if and only if. the follow g 

criteria are satisfactorily met. n..«rflntme (PPQ) people as- 

4. The local Plant P™" S 

signed to J. F. Kennedy to^hether or not the listed 

will make the initial determination as to whetne 

criteria have been met. hntween National Airlines and 

6. Any and all disputes arisi g . i Airport, New York, 

PPQ officials will bear 

regarding the completion of _ Assistant to the DeP’i^y 
and settled by Doctor d 

ministrator, Animal ^^tsvUle, Maryland 20782. ^ 

Building, 6606 Belcrest Road, and continue a training 

6. National Airlines agrees ^ P handle or dispose of 

and orientation program for ^ assure that only 

foreign-origin igarbagp. ^^^X^rigin garbage. Such tmim 

such trained eipplpy®^: _ Sur of initial instruction by a 

ing shaU trained employees shaU 

instructor, in 
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the content and purpose of the rAm.i ^ oiiij)loyee,H 

agreement, to assure proper handling ations and the complintH* 

accordance with 7 CFR § 330.400 and 9 CPrIZT'd" 

phasis shall be placed on the ennee„ ^ otn- 

foreign-origin plant or an"maf„rteT"? 

States. National Airlines agrees ®'^®.'"^'>duced into tho United 
participation in the trainin^program 

will be resTondbleTr Xforeign^S^"‘ ^ who 

particular cleaning crew The crew of handled by cadi 

foreign-origin garbage Zill be hand. T"'"'"”' “’at all 

§330.400 and 9 CFR §94.5. ^ “ accordance with 7 t JFIt 

Sats^an“slt1!"aTa'lLTif 

tors can contact, concerning any of th?*“h 
This order shall becoH^!^.- 
of this order is made upon respradrat" 


Tem™ No. 77. Order issue, I No- 

^ckion by Victor W. Painter. Administratioe Lau, Judge. 
dismissal op complaint 

filed herein agaiMtl^IrlcteLIoyd*’!^^^ m® “mt was 

with dismissed. March 28, 1986, is here- 


No. 74. 

Edutard H. McGrail, AdntinistmUve La. Judge. 

■ „0 mSMISSAL OF COMPWI^ A,3A,NSTMMES kanda 

J9^~^he° remplarrin" November 

^IS ORDjBHEl> thni^ fUg^ niatter is dismissed with prejudico. 

^ that thecomplairtt Jhf proc^ihg ^ 
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March 26, 1986, against James Kanda be, and hereby is, dismissed 
with prejudice. 


fn re: State's Shipping Agency, Inc. P-Q. Docket No. 129. Decided 
November 26, 1985. 

Garbage not In proper receptacles — CivU penalty— Consent. 

•Joseph Pembroke, for complainant. 

^teapondont, pro se. 

Decision by John A. Campbell, Administrative Law Judge. 

CONSENT DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under 
1903. aa amended (Act) (21 U.S.C. §§111, If), /rt "of 

Peat Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. §§ l^®®® , , oo, . com- 

Auguat 20, 1912, as amended, (7 U.S.C. §§161 f ^ “ a 

plaint filed by the Administrator of the Ammal and P 

Inapection Service alleging that ® f ^^igated there- 

under (9 CFB § 94.5 ei seg.) and (7 CFR § 

ties have agreed that this proceeding sh agreed to 

entry of the Consent Decision set forth below and have agr 

the following stipulations: , , provisions of 

1. For the purposes of this st^^ 
this Consent Decision only, respwde ^ Arriculture has ju- 
Secretary of the United States Depar m , jgg ^he remaining 
risdiction in this matter, neither admite nor denies 
allegations in the complaint, admits to the findings 

forth below, and waives: 

(a) any further decision in this 

(b) any requirements that the n ^ material 

ing contain findings and gg the reasons or basis 

issues of fact, law or discretion, as we 

thereof; i„Hicial review and otherwise challenge 

(cl all rights to seek judicial 

or contest the llidity of this that the United States 

2. Respondent also stipulate prte 

Department of ^ Jrt the United Ste^^I^P“‘o 

ceeding and waives a“y i Access to Justice Art of 198 

merit of Agriculture undergo ,„eurred by the 

(5 U.S.C. proceeding. 

respondent lnicopneGti<m,^P^ 
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FINDINGS OF PACT 

1. State’s Shipping Agency. Inc., respondent, is a shipping 
whose address is 909 Wirt Road. Suite 300. Houston. Texar^Vi 

A June 10. 1985. the respondent on its ship tlie IV 

Achi les arrived in Duluth. Minnesota, with foreign origfn garb 
which was not contained in tight leak-proof covered receptacles 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts t 
having agreed to the provisions set forth in the following oteer 
disposition of the proceeding, such order will be issued. 

ORDER 

The respondent is assessed a civil penalty of two hundred a 

Payable to the "Treasurer of t 
United States by certified check or money order, and which sh 
be forwarded to Joseph P. Pembroke. Office of the General Cou 

United States Department of Ag, 
Y^abington. D.C. 20250. within thirty (30) days from tl 
effective date of this order. ^ “ 

of thhotetr 

01 this order is made upon respondent. 


"beSigss'" 

Consent^Clvll penalty. 

Kris H Ik^iri, for complainant. 

Jason R. Archambeau, Atlanta, Georgia, for respondent. 

Decision by Edward H. McGrail, Administrative Law Judge. 

CONSENT DECISION AND ORDER 

This proceeding was instituted under the Plant Quarantine Act. 

^ ® complaint filed hy 

the Administrator of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Serv- 
ice alleging that Delta Air Lines, Inc., violated the Act and regula- 
Uons promulgated thereunder (7 CFR §318.13 et seq.). Respondent 

complainant have agreed that this 
'S should be terminated by entry of the Consent Decisioa 
set forth below and have agreed tp,jaie foUowing stipulations: 
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1. For the purpose of this stipulation and the provisions of this 
Consent Decision only, respondent Delta Air Lines, Inc., admits 
epeciRcally that the' Secretary of the United States Department of 
Agriculture has jurisdiction in this matter, neither admits nor 
denies the remaining allegations in the complaint, admits to the 
Findings of Fact set forth below, and waives: 

(a) Any further procedure; 

(b) Any requirement that the final decision in this proceed- 
ing contain findings and conclusions with respect to all material 
issues of fact, law, or discretion, as well as the reasons or bases 
thereof; 

(c) All rights to seek judicial review and otherwise challenge 

or contest the validity of this decision; and 

2. Respondent Delta Air Lines, Inc., waives any action against 
the United States Department of Agriculture under the Equal 
Access to Justice Act of 1980 (5 U.S.C. §504 et seq^ for fees and 
other expenses incurred by it in connection with t is procee mg. 


FINDINGS OF PACT 

1. Delta Air Lines, Inc., i'®®!^*^**®*'* f 

business as a common carrier in the United Ste 'J' Georgia 
office is at Hartafield International Airport, Atlanta, Georgia 

On or about August 20. 1986. at Honolu^ 
port, Honolulu, Hawaii, the respondent ^ 

for its flight number 24, three (8) pieces of baggage. 

CONCLUSION 

Respondent Delta Air Lin^, Inc., forth in 

tional facta and having agreed tot ® ^ ^ Order and De- 

lowing Order in disposition of this proceeamg, 

ciaion will be issued. 

ORDER 

Respondent Delta Air to the 

five hundred dollars certified check or money 

'^Treasurer of the United S ^ Ucejiri, Office of the 

order, and whtoli shall 

General Counsel, Room 242? ^ 20260-1400, 

ment of Agriculture, Washing. 

(30) days from the effeot,^yc **®^ 
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This order shall become effective on the day this Order is served 
upon the respondent. 


In re: Pan American World Airways. P.Q. Docket No. 94. Decided 

December 4, 1986. 

Straw Imported for Central African Republic— Civil penalty— Consent. 

Mark Dopp, for complainant. 

Carl A. Haberbusch, New York, New York, for respondent. 

Decision by Dorothea Baker, Administrative Law Judge, 

CONSENT DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Act of February 2, 
1903, as amended, (Act) (21 U.S.C. §§ 111 and 120) by a complaint 
filed by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant Health Inspec- 
tion Service alleging that the respondent violated the Act and regu- 
lations promulgated thereunder (9 CFR §96.1 et seq.). The parties 
have agreed that this proceeding should be terminated by entry of 
the Consent Decision set forth below and have agreed to the follow- 
ing stipulations: 

1. For the purposes of this stipulation and the provisions of 
this Consent Decision only, respondents specifically admit that the 
Secretary of the United States Department of Agriculture has ju- 
risdiction in this matter, neither admit nor deny the remaining al- 
legations in the complaint, admit to the Findings of Fact set forth 
below, and waive: 

(a) Any further procedure; 

(b) Any requirements that the final decision in this proceed- 
ing contain findings and conclusions with respect to all materia! 
issues of fact, law or discretion, as well as the reasons or bases 
thereof; 

(c) All rights to seek judicial review and otherwise challenge 
or contest the validity of thw decision; and 

2. Respondent and complainant stipulate and agree that nei- 
ther party is the “prevailing party” in the proceeding and respond- 
ent waives any action against the United States Department of Ag- 
ncnltqre rijnder the l^ual Access to Justice Act of 1980 (6 U.S.C. 

§ 604 efcsegi):fpr, feps other expenses incurred by the respond- 
ent in cpnneoUon wjth- this proceeding. : ^ 



MAUTIMK OVKKMKAH 

VMliiint* 14 NimilH’r ? 
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KISiHNUM OFKArr 

, Wnn AiiKTlcmi Worl.l AiiwdyH, r<'mK.ii(!enl, is n corporation 
111 O'Hiir.' Inlonmlimmt Airiiort, OhicnKO, Illinois, 

■tlui 

,ta{li)ii.Ohic'AW»». 

u On nr nlwul AuK>i"l IH, Itm.l. Ihn rrH|.(mcUml line! m its posses- 

toi,"tr«w hniKirln.l rm.n llm (Viilrut Afrienn Ucpnblio, 

(itNt'lJ'HIONH 

TU roMimndonl. linviiiM tuliniawi llu! jurlBdiclional facte and 
iHviim iiHftM'tl In Ihn iirnviiniotiH W't fovUi in tho fo lowing 
l5t;;i!r nr mn Hiich order and doc.s.on w.I! bo 

HHUOd. 

OIIDKU 

Ihis order Slnill 1hic.h,.o efr«=.lve on tbo day tbio order is served 
urwii llio rn«r«:»ndcnl. 


/„ MAuriM* OvawHAH tlomsiKATioK, 1>.Q. Docket No. 148, Decid- 
(Hi Dticwmboi' lii. 

Sior... nf r«ul.,«. .siO.,. .Un.rS prnsHy-Con.enl 

Jam lUilpy. fior cwmpUlnHOl 

Hwiliondwnl, fimm. . 

IMmn by Willmm J. Wd^er, AdminUtmtive u ge, 

CONBKNTDKCIBION 

j tUD Act of February 

«ding wwi *”*Vf^??g8"liTnnd 120) and the Federal 
tended (Act) (21 U 3 C §§ I60aa et seq.) by ^ 

Ach bm nmend^ P^u^nLy'^Ve Animal and Plant 
■ by the Admin atra Maritime Overseas Corpo- 

ServiC© d regulations promulgated 

§ 880.400). The parties have 


Thifl proceeding 


Plant P^t 
complaint 
Health 
ration, 
thoreunder 
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This order shall become effective on the day upon which service 
of this order is made upon the respondent. 


In CHAni,Ka R. Watku, P.Q, Docket No. 110, Decided September 

Ilf 

Fruit impoi-lcd wiilMitil iicroinimnyinif i)crmil— Civil peniilty, 

This order shall becomo effective on the day upon which service 
of this order is made upon the respondent. 

No, no. Decided September 

PrtiU tmtxtrtcd wUhoiil pniudly iJcrmll—CivU pcmill)-. 

Respondent wns nlloKfd to huvo imported two pounds of limes from Mexico into the 
Jiiitod Stulea wlUiout n iwrmll nccompiiiiying tho fruit. Respondent's failure to file 
iriy tiuBwor to Uio ollcgnUfma constitutes ndmlttonco of the allegations. Respondent 
vaa ossoasod a civil ponnlly of $2/10.00, 

'hiftda WcHHh, for coinplnituint. 

{cA|K)U(!ont, prx) se. 

keision by Victor W. Palmer, Adminietialwe Late Judge. 

DKOiaiON AND OllDim 
I’llUldMINAIlV STATEMENT 

TIlia procoecUug waa instituted under the Act of August 20, 1912, 
a amended (Act) (7 U.S.C. §§161-16'la and 167), by a complaint 
led by tho Administrator of tho Animal and Plant Health Inapec- 
,on Service, United States Department of Agriculture. The com- 
laint alleged that the respondent violated section 319.66-2Ce) of 
iG regulations promulgated thereunder (7 CFR §319,66-2{e)). 
opies of the complaint and tho Rules of Practice governing pro- 
jedings under the Act wore served by the Hearing Clerk, by certi- 
ed mail, ujwn respondent. 

Pursuant to section 1.136 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.136) 
Dplicable to this proceeding, respondent was informed in the com- 
aint and the letter of service that an answer should be filed 
ithin twenty doys after service of the complaint, and that failure 
' file an answer would constitute an admission of the allegations 
the complaint, under 7 CFR § L186(c). The respondent was also 
formed that failure to file an answer would constitute a waiver of 
mring, as provided In section 1,139 of the Rules of Practice (7 
§ 1.189). 
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The respondent filed no answer during the twenty-day period al- 
lowed. Respondent's failure to file an answer within the time pro- 
vided constitutes an admission of the allegations in the complaint 
under section 1.136(c) of the Rules of Practice (7 CPR § 1.136(c)). Re- 
spondent’s failure to file an answer also constitutes a waiver of 
hearing under section 1.139 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.139) 
Since respondent is deemed to have admitted the material allega- 
tions of fact in the complaint, they are adopted and set forth as the 
r ladings of Pact. 


MNUINUS OF FACT 

IqS’t ‘ r is an individual whose address 

® Texas, respondent 
imported two pounds of limes from Mexico into the United States 

^ 319.66-2(e). because the fruit was not accom- 
panied by a permit, as required. 

CONCLUSION 

da^Md ‘he “mplaint. The consequences of such a failure were ex- 

s ^ke that ■" ‘he letter of 

ed^Lf the respondent has admit- 

waived a hearer "" 

hafvMated th “’1 f ‘he respondent 

fonowii^ « The 

ORDER 

appncaoie to this proceeding (7 CFR § 1.146). 
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[This decision and order became final December 11, 1986.— Ed.] 


In re: Flota Banenara. P.Q. Docket No. 115. Decided November 1, 
1986. 


Foreign origin garbage aboard ship not In proper rcceplBcies— Civil penalty. 

Joseph Pornhwhe, for complainant. 

Reapondent, pro ae. 

Decision by Edward McGrail, Administrative Law Judge. 


DEFAULT DECISION AND ORDER 


This proceeding was Instituted under the Act of February 2, 
1903, as amended (21 U.S.C. §§111, 120, and 122), The Federal 
Plant Pest Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. § 160aa et seq.\ and the Act of 
August 20, 1912, as amended (7 U.S.C. §§161 and 162) (Acts) by a 
complaint issued by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service, United States Department of Agricul- 
ture. The complaint alleged that respondent has violated sections 
111 and 120 of the Act (21 U.S-C. § 111 and § 120) and sections 94.5 
and 030.400 of the regulations promulgated thereunder (9 CFR 


§ 94.5) and (7 CFR 330.400). 

Copies of the complaint of the Rules of Practice governing pro- 
ceedings under the Act were served upon respondent’s agent for 
service by certified mail on July 29, 1986. 

Pursuant to section 1.136 of the Rules of Practice (7 (IFR § . 
applicable to this proceeding, respondent was informed 
plaint and the letter of service that an answer should be filed with 
the Hearing Clerk within twenty (20) days after service of the com- 
plaint, and that failure to file an answer either den^ng, admitting, 
or explaining the allegations in the complaint and requesting an 
oral hearing would constitute an admission of such ^ 

waiver of such hearing. More than twenty (20) dap have elapsed 
since Respondent was served with the 

spondent Ls not filed an answer to date. This Decision and Ord« 

therefore, is issued .fl 136 ‘n^ 

Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 CFR §§ 1.136 and 

A^Ldingly, the material facts alleged in the complaint, which 
arradmlKy respondent's failure to file an answer, are adopted 
and set forth herein W $be findings of fact. 
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FINDINGS OP PACT 

1. Flota Banenara, respondent, is a business or in the alternntiv^ 

mailing address is Ecuatoriana, S.C., Calle p! 

2. Respondent's agent for service in the United k j- 

sr xsr rcS«?.* 

had foreign origin garhao-A i ^ because it 

t«h, not contained 

M/V CEtlwatthLr’ ^'nP 

»S“and SlCi, t 

quired. ‘‘Sht, leak-proof covered receptacles as re- 

“'’ip «’« 

violated section 330 dOOfbin) of th"'* ®®nador 

and section 94 6(b)a) of ^ ‘he regulations (7 CFK 380,400(b)(l) 

it had foreign or® ngarba J on ® CPU § 94,6(bXl)), because 

.« atsiK ssj" “ ” 

CONCLUSIONS 

spon^dr^Wotw^^^^^^ fnrth above, re- 

Linder. Therefore, the folwing order fa iisX"' 

ORDER 

qunS“dXrs\SjwhirsLu'bi'^"“‘w “’“nsand five 

!he United States” by cltiflefchlt ’’T“® *° "Treasurer of 
3e lorwaidcd to .low-ph V Pembrakn ^n** “'’8“ 

jel Hoorn 2-1:22 South Budding UnitAW^TT General Coun- 

mlluro, Wa.-^hington. DC 2(1260 UntT^ Department of Agri- 
-he elfcctiye date of th,a orlr^’ ' ’ ‘'’'’•‘y 'SO) days from 

Inis Older nhall hnv u ''* 

* uw «“ ®"<i ehiir^S|/°'’‘1 if entered 

..i44(c)) after service ol thls^^^tf ^ays ff CPR 

®nd Orrier upon respondent. 
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unless there is an appeal to the Judicial Officer within 80 days pur- 
suant to section 1.146 of the Rules of Practice applicable to this 
proceeding (7 CFR § 1.146), 

[This decision and order became final December 12, 1986,— Ed.J 


In re: Paula Duran. P.Q. Docket No. 84. Decided October 8, 1986. 

Imported pork tamales without certiDcate*— Civil penalty. 

Respondent Imported pork tamales from Mexico without a required certificate. Re- 
spondent neither denied the allegations nor requested a hearing. Respondent was 
assessed a civil penalty of $250.00. 

AfarA Dopp, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

decision by John A. Campbell, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION AND ORDER 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This proceeding wsis instituted under the Act of Pebrua. 

1908, as amended, (Act) (21 U.S.C. §§111, and 120) by a comp 
filed by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant Health Insj 
tion Service, United States Department of Agriculture. The co. 
plaint alleged that the respondent violated sections 94.9(b)(8) of th 
regulations promulgated thereunder (9 CFR § 94.9(b)(S)). Copies ol 
the complaint and the Rules of Practice Governing Proceedings 
Under the Act were served by the Hearing Clerk, by certified mall, 
upon respondent. 

Pursuant to section 1.186 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1,136) 
applicable to this proceeding, respondent was informed in the com- 
plaint and the letter of service that an answer should be filed with 
the Hearing Clerk within twenty (20) days after service of the com- 
plaint, and that failure to file an answer to, or plead specifically to, 
any allegation in the complaint would constitute an admission of 
such allegation pursuant to section 1.141 of the Rules of Practice (7 
CFR § 1.141), and a waiver of such hearing. The letter also advised 
the respondent that failure to request an oral hearing within the 
time for filing an answer would constitute a waiver, on his part, of 
oral hearing. 

Respondent filed a letter which was received in the Office of the 
Hearing Clerk 22 days after the time to answer had passed and 
which purported to explain her letter^s tardiness. Respondent’s 
letter did not deny the allegations in the complaint nor did the re- 
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spondent request a hearing. Respondent’s failure to request a hear- 
ing constitutes a waiver of such hearing. There being no basis for a 
hearing the material allegations of fact in the complaint are adopt- 
ed and set forth as the Findings of Pact. 

FINDINGS OP PACT 

1. Paula Duran, herein referred to as respondent, is an individ- 
ual whose address is 1231 Franklin Avenue, New Orleans, Louisi- 
ana 70117. 

^ 2. On or about December 12, 1984, the respondent violated sec- 
tion 94.9CbX3) of the regulations (9 CPR § 94.9(b)(8)) in the respond- 
ent imported pork tamales from Mexico into Houston, Texas, with- 
out a certificate, as required. 

CONCLUSION 

Respondent has failed to respond in any manner to the allega- 
tions of the complaint. By reason of the Findings of Fact set forth 
above the respondent has violated the Act and regulations promul- 
gated thereunder. Therefore, the following order is issued. 

ORDER 

Respondent Paula Duran, is hereby assessed a civil penalty of 
wo hundred fifty dollars ($250). The respondent shall send, payable 
to the Treasurer of the United States" a certified check or money 
order, to Mark D. Dopp, Office of the General Counsel, Room 2422, 
South Building, United States Department of Agriculture, Wash- 
ington, D. a 20250-1400, not later than thirty (30) days from the 
effective date of this order. This order shall have the same force 
and effect as if entered after full hearing and shall be final and ef- 
fective 35 days after service of this Decision and Order upon re- 
pondent, unless there is an appeal to the Judicial Officer pursuant 
to 1.146 of the Rules of Practice applicable to this proceed- 

lecision and order became final December 13, 1985.— Ed.] 
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In re: Francisco Carrizales. P.Q. Docket No. 107. Decided Novem- 
ber 1, 1985. 

Fruit imported without permit— Civil penalty— Default. 

Joseph Pembroke, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 

DEFAULT DECISION AND ORDER 

This proceeding was instituted under the Act August 20, 1912, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. §§ 161-164 and 167) (Act) by a complaint 'issued 
by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service, United States Department of Agriculture. The complaint 
alleged that respondent has violated sections 111 and 120 of the 
Act (21 U.S.C. § 111 and § 120) and section 319.66-2(e) of the regula- 
tions promulgated thereunder (7 CFR § 319.56-2(e)). 

Copies of the complaint of the Rules of Practice governing pro- 
ceedings under the Act were served upon respondent by certified 
mail on July 29, 1986. 

Pursuant to section 1.136 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.136) 
applicable to this proceeding, respondent was informed in the com- 
plaint and the letter of service that an answer should be filed with 
the Hearing Clerk within twenty (20) days after service of the com- 
plaint, and that failure to file an answer either denying, admitting, 
or explaining the allegations in the complaint and requesting an 
oral hearing would constitute an admission of such allegations and 
waiver of such hearing. More than twenty (20) days have elapsed 
since Respondent was served with the complaint in question. Re- 
spondent has not filed an answer to date. This Decision and Order, 
therefore, is issued pursuant to sections 1.136 and 1.139 of the 
Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 CFR §§ 1.136 and 
1.139). 

Accordingly, the material facts alleged in the complaint, which 
are admitted by respondent's failure to file an answer, are adopted 
and set forth herein as the findings of fact. 

FINDINGS OF PACT 

1. Francisco Carrizales, respondent, is an individual, whose mail- 
ing address is 2677 Lima Street, Brownsville, Texas 78620. 

2. On or about June 19, 1984, the respondent imported one kilo- 

gram of limes from Mexico into the United States at Brownsville, 
Texas, in violation of section 319.56-^e) of the regulations (7 CFR 
§§ 319.56-2(e)), because the fruit was not accompanied by a permit, 
as required. - 
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CONCLUSIONS 

By reason of the facts in tlie findings of fact set forth above re- 

Th w™ regulations promulgated there- 

under. Therefore, the following order is issued. 

ORUER 

of two hundred and 

UnLd q+»t ^ ® 1 "Treasurer of the 

ted States by certified check and money order, and shall be 

forwarded to Joseph P, Pembroke, Office of the General Counsel 
Room 2422 South Budding, United States Department of Agriciil- 

efeti^rdaS tiiS '■'o 

effect as if entered 

nSin hearing and shall be final and effective 36 clays (7 CFR 
1.142(c)) after service of this Decision and Order upon respondent 
unless there IS an appeal to the Judicial Officer witLi SO days pur’ 

[This decision and order became final December 13, 1986.--Ed.] 


No* Decided December 
«;7r ”“«■ non. 

Kevin B. Thiemann, for complainant. 

A. Rm Allen, New York, New York, for respondent. 

Decision by William J. Weber, Administrative Law Judge. 

CONSENT DECISION 

of instituted under the Plant Quarantine Act 

TT as amended, and the Federal Plant Peat Act (7 

fi W t^cts) by a complaint 

filed by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant Health Insnec- 
tion Semce^alleging that Imperial Nurseries, respondent, violated 
the Acl^and regulations promulgated thereunder (7 CFR § SOI 45 
parties Rave agreed that this proceeding should be ter- 
rj. iff of the Consent Decision set forth below and have 

agreed to the following stipulations: 

thi/p/” POfPoses ,pf this stipulation and the provisions of 
this Consent Decision only, respondent specifically admits that the 
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Secretary of the United States Department of Apiculture has ju- 
risdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the remaining 
allegations in the complaint, admits to the Findings of Fact set 
forth below, and waives: 

(a) any further procedure; 

(b) any requirements that the final decision in this proceed- 
ing contain findings and conclusions with respect to all material 
issues of fact, law or discretion, as well as the reasons or bases 

thereof; , . , ,, 

(c) all rights to seek judicial review and otherwise challenge 

or contest the validity of this decision; and 

2, Respondent also stipulates and agrees that the United States 
Department of Agriculture is the “prevailing party” in the pro- 
ceeding and waives any action against the United ' 

ment of Agriculture under the Equal Access to Justice Act of laso 
(5 U.S,C. § 504 et seq.) for fees and other expenses incurred by the 
respondent in connection with this proceeding. 

FINDINGS OF PACT 

1. Imperial Nurseries, respondent, is a business whose address is 
90 Salmon Brook Street, Granby, Connecticut 06036. 

2. On or about April 17, 1986, respondent moved interstate, 
through gypsy moth non-regulated areas, regulated articles from 
Granby, Connecticut, a gypsy moth high risk area, to Wyandotte, 

Michigan. , . i. ,. 4 . 

3. On or about April 18, 1985, respondent moved mterstate, 
through gypsy moth non-regulated areas, regulated articl^ from 
Granby, Connecticut, a gypsy moth high risk area, to East Detroit, 

4. On or about April 18, 1985, respondent moved mterstate, 
through gypsy moth non-regulated are^, regulated articles from 
Granby, Connecticut, a gypsy moth high risk area, to Elgin, 

On or about April 18, 1985, respondent moved interstate, 

through gypsy moth non-regulated areas, V w^nH dX 

Granby, Connecticut, a gypsy moth high risk area, to Wood D , 

or about April 18, 1986, respondent moved inWate, 
-through gypsy moth non-regulated areas, regulated articles from 
Granby, Connecticut, a gypsy moth high risk area to Lake Zunc , 

” 7“°On or about April 18, 1985, respondent 

lated articles from Granby, Connecticut a OTsy mptb high risk 
area, to Morrisbiiy Tennessee, a gypsy moth non-regulated area. 
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8. On or about April 24, 1985, respondent moved interstate regu- 
lated articles from Granby, Connecticut, a gypsy moth high risk 
area, to Greensboro, North Carolina, a gypsy moth non-regulated 
area. 

9. On or about April 24, 1985, respondent moved interstate regu- 
lated articles from Granby, Connecticut, a gypsy moth high risk 
area, to Winston-Salem, North Carolina, a gypsy moth non-regulat- 


CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and 
having agreed to the provisions set forth in the following order in 
disposition of this proceeding, such order will be issued. 


The respondent is assessed a civil penalty of one thousand one 
handed twenty five dollars ($1,125.00) which shall be payable to 
the Treasurer of the United States” by certified check or money 
order, and which shall be forwarded to Kevin B. Thiemann. Office 
of the General Counsel. Room 2422 South Building, United States 
Department of Agriculture, 12th and Independence Avenue, S.W., 

Washm^on, D.C. 20260-1400. within (30) days from the effective 
date of this order. 

order shall become effective on the day upon which service 
01 this order is made upon the respondent. 


In re: Alma Romero Estrada. P.Q. Docket No. 87. Decided Novem- 

Mar^ Dopp, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by John A. Campbell, Administrative Law Judge, 

DEFAULT DECISION AND ORDER 

pkeliminary statement 

ions'!, under the Act of February 2, 

m!d bv r Ts ’ FfC- §§ 111. and 120) by a compile 

t in ^ Adoimistrator of the Animal and Plant Health Inspec- 
Service, United States, Department of Agriculture. The com- 
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plaint alleged that the respondent violated sections 319.56-2 and 
319.56-2j of the regulations promulgated thereunder (7 CFR 
§319.56-2 and § 319.56-2j). Copies of the complaint and the Rules 
of Practice Governing Proceedings Under the Act were served by 
the Hearing Clerk, by certified mail, upon respondent. 

Pursuant to section 1.136 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.136) 
applicable to this proceeding, respondent was informed in the com- 
plaint and the letter of service that an answer should be filed with 
the Hearing Clerk within twenty (20) days after service of the com- 
plaint, and that failure to file an answer to, or plead specifically to, 
any allegation in the complaint would constitute an admission of 
such allegation pursuant to section 1.141 of the Rules of Practice (7 
CFR § 1.141), and a waiver of such hearing. The letter also advised 
the respondent that failure to request an oral hearing within the 
time for filing an answer would constitute a waiver, on his part, of 
oral hearing. Respondent has failed to respond in any manner to 
allegations in the complaint and respondent has not requested an 


oral hearing. , . i.u n « 

Respondent’s failure to deny or otherwise respond to the allega- 
tions in the complaint constitutes an admission of such allegation^ 
pursuant to section 1.186(c) of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR 
§ 1.136(c)). Respondent's failure to request a hearing constitutes 
waiver of such hearing. There being no basis for a 
terial allegations of fact in the complaint are adopted and set forth 

as the Findings of Fact. 


FINDINGS OF FACT 


1. Alma Romero Estrada, herein referred to as ^ 

individual whose address is 7134 London Lane. Apartment C, 

Lemon Grove, California 92046^ respondent violated sec- 

2. On or about September 18, 1984, the rfspon * 31956-2 

out fumigation and a permit for entry. ^ ^ 

CONCLUSION 

Respondent has failed to respond ^e^tf^h 

tions of the complaint. By regulations promnl- 

S^Jd^rerdTr"^^ ■ ^ ' 
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ORDER 

Respondent Alma Romero Estrada is hereby assessed a civil pen- 
alty of two hundred fifty dollars ($260). The respondent shall send, 
payable to the Treasury of the United States” a certified check or 
money order, to Mark D. Dopp, Office of the General Counsel 
Room 2422, South Building, United States Department of Agricul- 
ture, Washington, D. C, 20260-1400. not later than thirty (30) days 
from the effective date of this order. This order shall have the 

if entered after full hearing and shall be 
final and effective 35 days after service of this Decision and Order 
upon respondent, unless there is an appeal to the Judicial Officer 

"ingVcraS LU5)“' 

decision and order became final December 17, 


In re: Trans World Airlines. P.Q. Docket No. 122. Decided 

vember 1, 1986. 


No- 


Forelffn origin garbage not removed to approved fadllty— Civil penalty. 

Fronda Woods, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Decision by Victor W. Palmer, Administrative Law Judge. 

DECISION AND ORDER 


PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

proceeding was instituted under the Act of February 2, 
1903, as amended (21 U.S.C. §§ HI and 120), the Federal Plant Pest 

^0 ^60««-160jj), and the Act of August 

20, 1912, as amended (7 U.S.C. §§161-164a and 167) (Acts), by a 
Mmplaint filed by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service, United States Department of Agricul- 

respondent violated sections 
I 94.6Cb)Cl) of the regulations promulgated thereun- 
der (7 CFR § 83a400(bXl) and 9 CFR § 94.6(bXl)). Copies of the com- 
plaint and the Rules of Practice governing proceedings under the 

^"ondent Hearing Qerk, by certified mail, upon re- 

Pprsnant to section 1.136 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.136) 
applicable to this proceeding, respondent was informed in the com- 
plaint and the letter of service that an answer should be filed 
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within twenty days after service of the complaint, and that failure 
to file an answer would constitute a waiver of hearing, as provided 
in section 1,139 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.139). 

The respondent filed no answer during the twenty-day period al- 
lowed, Respondent’s failure to file an answer within the time pro- 
vided constitutes an admission of the allegations in the complaint, 
under section 1.136(c) of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.136(c)). Re- 
spondent’s failure to file an answer also constitutes a waiver of 
hearing under section 1,139 of the Rules of Practice (7 CFR § 1.139). 
Since respondent is deemed to have admitted the material allega- 
tions of fact in the complaint, they are adopted and set forth as the 
Findings of Fact. 


FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Trans World Airlines, Inc., respondent, is a corporation whose 
address is Building 60, JFK International Airport, Jamaica. New 

York 11430. , ^ 

2. On or about January 28, 1986, at John F. Kennedy Interna- 

tional Airport, the respondent violated 7 CFR § 

CFR § 96.4(b)(1), because it removed, from its flight TWA 
which had arrived in New York from West Germany, foreign' 
origin garbage which was not removed to an approved aci i y, as 
required. 

CONCLUSION 

The respondent has failed to file an answer to any of ‘^e «llega- 
tloiis in the complaint. The consequences of such a failure were 
plained to the respondent in the complaint and in the lettor oi 
service that accompanied it. By its sUence ■•espondent to adimt^ 
all of the material allegations of fact in the complai 

"1™orome Findings of Fact set forth ^l^ve t Wndto 
has Violated the Act and repilations promulgated thereunder. The 
following order is therefore issued. 

ORDER 

Respondent Trans World Airlijm ^ 

penalty of seven hundred 

able to the "Treasurer of to Fronda C; Woods, 

money order, and which shall ^22 South Building, United 
Office of the General DC* 20260-1400, 

3 ^ p.„™. 
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This order shall have the same force and effect as if entered 
after full hearing and shall be final and effective 35 days after 
service of this Decision and Order upon respondent, unless there is 
an appeal to the Judicial Officer pursuant to section 1.146 of the 
Rules of Practice applicable to this proceeding (7 CFR § U46). 

[This default decision and order became final December 17 

1 OOC “Cl J T ^ 


In re: Cargo Ships Maritime Corporation. P.Q. Docket No, 134 
Decided December 18, 1986. 

Storage of regulated garbage aboard vesael-CIvil penalty— Consent. 

Jara Ruley, for complainant. 

Respondent, pro se. 

Deemon by Edward H. McGrail, Administrative Law Judge. 

CONSENT DECISION 

This proceeding was instituted under the Act of February 2, 
1908 ^ amended (Act) (21 U.S.C. §§ 111 and 120) and the Fed^al 
Plant Pest Act, as amended (Act) (7 U.S.C. §§ 160aa et seq.) by a 
complaint filed by the Administrator of the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service alleging that Cargo Ships Maritime Cor- 
poration, respondent, violated the Acts and regulations promulgat- 
ed thereunder (9 CFR § 96.4 and 7 CFR § 330.400). The parties have 
agreed that this proceeding should be terminated by entry of the 
Consent Decision set forth below and have agreed to the following 
stipulations: 

n ^^ 1 ^ purposes of this stipulation and the provisions of 
IS Consent Decision only, respondent specifically admits that the 
Secretary of the United States Department of Agriculture has ju- 
risdiction in this matter, neither admits nor denies the remaining 
al^gations in the complaint, admits to the Findings of Fact set 
lortn below, and waives: 

(a) Any further procedure; 

requirement that the final decision in this proceed- 
conclusions with respect to all material 
thereof discretion, as well as the reasons or bases 

or ^ *‘eview and otherwise challenge 

or contest the validity of this decision; and 

United States 

department of Agriculture under the Equal Access to Justice Act 
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of 1980 (6 U.S.C. § 504 et seq.) for fees and other expenses incurred 
by the respondent in connection with this proceeding. 

FINDINGS OP PACT 

1. Cargo Ships Maritime Corporation, respondent, lias as its 
agent International Great Lakes Shipping Company, located at 
9402 South Ewing Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60617. 

2. On or about May 24, 1985, the respondent stored regulated 
garbage aboard the vessel M/V Peonia, which was docked at the 
Port of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The respondent having admitted the jurisdictional facts and 
having agreed to the provisions set forth in the following Order in 
disposition of this proceeding with respect to respondent Cargo 
Ships Maritime Corporation, such order and decision will be issued. 

ORDER 

The respondent is assessed a civil penalty of five hundred dollars 
($500.00). The respondent shall send a certified check or money 
order for $600.00 payable to the “Treasurer of the United States," 
to Jaru Ruley, Office of the General Counsel, Room 2422, South 
Building, United States Department of Agriculture, Washington, D. 
C. 20250-1400, not later than thirty (30) days from the effective 
date of this order. 

This order shall become effective on the day upon which service 
of this order is made upon the respondent. 
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BRUCELLOSIS 

Failure to test cattle 

Interstate transportation of cattle 

Interstate transportation of exposed calves.. 

Interstate transportation of exposed cow 
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Transportation of cattle without certificate. 
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LICENSE 
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SALE OR TRANSPORTATION 

Educate employees of regulations and standards 

STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS 


PAGE 

166 
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171 
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162 
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174 
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171 

168 

16S 

187 
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Cease and desist from violating. 

Educate employees regarding 

Ordered to comply with. 


162, 163, 154, 156 
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171 


EGG RESEARCH AND CONSUMER INFORMATION ACT 


CIVIL PENALTY 


Of $28, 000.00 ; 

SANCTIONS 

For failure to submit reports, assessments, 


240 

240 




SANCTION 

Indermite denial of inspection service 

Suspension of inspection service, held in abeyance 

HORSE PROTECTION ACT 
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PAGE 

243 

245 

243 

245 


CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $2,000.00 

Of $3,000.00 

EXHIBITOR 


Disqualification. 


packers and stockyards act, 1921 


248 

248 

,248 


ACCOUNTS AND RECORDS 260 

Koep and maintain, which fhlly disclose all transactions 

ACCOUNTS OF SALE OR PURCHASE ^ ggg 

Failure to show true and correct weights and/or p ' 


BONDING REQUIREMENT 292. 296 

Violation of. 


CHECKS OR DRAFTS 293.296 

Failing to honor drafts when presented for 

Failure to remit funds to seller and to pay foU price 

Issuing drafts without written agreements fro 

Issuing insufficient funds checks 

CIVIL PENALTY 29 


Of $400.00 

Of $600.00 

Of $660.00 

Of $700.00 

Of $1,000.00 

Of$1.760j00,.,.. 


279, 28 

2 £ 

2? 

.268, 2i 
2 ' 
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Of $2,600.00.. 
Of $10,000,00, 
Of $46,000.00. 
DEALER 


287 

289 

270 


Bond, failure to file and maintain 

Deception regarding price and weight 

Failing to honor drafta when presented for payment,,... 

Failure to pay and/or failure to pay when due 

Issuing false invoices 

Suspended as a registrant 

Using false and incorrect weights 

DEALER AND MARKET AGENCY 

Bond, failure to file and maintain 

Failure to maintain a reasonable bond 

Failure to pay when due...,. 

Issuing insufficient funds checks 

Prohibited from business for specified period 

Suspended as a registrant 

MARKET AGENCY 

Bonding requirement violation 

Failure to maintain reasonable bond 

Prohibited from business for epecified period 

MISREPRESENTATION 

Original purchase prices for livestock 

Original purchase weights 

Purchases on a commission basis 

PACKER 

Failure to hold funds In trust 

Failure to pay when due 

Failure to pay when due and/or failure to pay when due. 
Insufficient funds oheoks.. 


268, 273, 279 



296 

289, 296 

262 

262, 283 

262 

279, 292, 296 

268, 274, 280 

282, 293 

282, 298 

258 

270, 279, 280, 282. 293 

277 

273 

260, 286 

262 

270, 283 

262 

290 

289, 290 

287 

287, 290 
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PREVIOUS ORDERS 
Lat€ appeal of Decision and Order denied.. 
Provisions stayed pending judicial review.. 
Suspension stayed pending judicial review. 
PURCHASE PRICE 

Deception regarding 

SCALES AND WEIGHING 

False and incorrect weights 

SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER 
Suspension of registrant terminated..... 


PAGE 

298 

298 

298 

262 

. 270 , 283 
808 


STAY ORDER 

Of suspension provisions 

Pending judicial review 

SUSPENSION OF REGISTRATION 

Indefinitely until compliance with bonding requirement., 


298 

298 

277, 279, 280 


Suspended for: 

22 days 

90 days 

120 days 

4 months * 

18 months 

1 year * 

Terminated following compliance — ' 

UNFAIR AND/OR DECEPTIVE PRACTICES 
Deception regarding price and weight,........-- 


262 

293 

282 

296 

288 

, 270, 274 
303 

. 262, 270 
283 


False and incorrect weights 

PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL 
ACCEPTANCE OP COMMODITY 

Absent notice of rejection 

By unloading 

Failure to shew ohange in contract ternw... 

Part of commercial unit 


COMMODITIES ACT, 1930 


628 

,364. 370, 373, 579 

B76 

682 
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ACCORD AND SATISFACTION 

Acceptance of check in full settlement 

Failure to prove 

ACCOUNTINGS 

Failure to account truly and correctly 

Failure to keep account of sales 

Lack of causes liability for entire purchase price. 
ADMISSION 

Of indebtedness 

AGENT 


PAGE 

622 

541 

333 

409 

418 

467. 488, 606 


As opposed to broker 

Broker represented as 

AGREEMENT 

Dissatisfaction not basis for voiding 

Failure to prove agreement to purchase 

APPEAL 

Due to denial of request for a continuance. 

Of licensing suspension 

bankruptcy 

Automatic termination of license 

Reparation action continued pending bankruptcy proceeding. 

BROKER 


464 

468 

405 

646 

816 

,316. 333 

314 

316. 614 


Acted as respondent’s agent 

Duties of, 

BROKERAGE FEE 

No liability for, found to be seller’s agent. 
CHECKS 


314, 468 
876 

464 


Failure to cash timely does not relieve indebtedness. 
COMPLAINT 


Dismissal of. Sfi? ggo . 414 ^ 421 , 4 ^ 4 . 522 , 524 , 686 , 646, 672. 689, 694, 697, 602 

>fter cause of action accrued.. 387 
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CONSIGNMENT 

Complainant entitled only to proceeds less expenses. 

Failure to prove 

Records not supporting accounting. 

CONTRACT 
Breach of: 


Failure to prove... 

Failure to prove damages resulting from..— 

Failure to prove existence of. 

Failure to ship in suitable shipping condition 

One percent variation in damage from tolerance does not coji- 
stitute 

Burden of proof unmet 

Change in terms 

P.O.B. or consignment disputed 

Modification of, 

Oral 

CONTRACT PRICE 

Failure to pay 

CONTRACT TERM 

Breach of, failure to dry onions. 

Modification of original 

COUNTERCLAIM 

Dismissal of., 

COURT DECISION 


U.S, Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit, Appeal from 
upholds sanction, responsibly connected 


person. 


DAMAGES 


Based on lowest known market price 

Failure to prove 

Failure to ship in suitable shipping condition 

Measured by contract price less resale proceeds. 


PAGE 

-142 

..,.684 

,...684 


388, 576 

541 

572 

679 

532 

594 

373, 388. r376 

873. 388 

409 

416 

460 

....427 

462 

,,,612 


,304 

676 

541 

579 

,400 
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Breach of warranty 

Complainant authorized dismissal of complaint 608, 614, 627, 628, 631 

Complainant did not prove It was correct billing party 373 

Complainant endorsed respondent's check in full settlement 622 

Complainant failed to prove change in contract terms ! 594 

Complainant failed to prove purchaae/receipt or liability 697 

Contract terms did not include pick-up date 42^ 

Due to repudiation by seller 

Failure to meet burden of proof. gQ2 ggg 

Failure to present evidence of value. 



Failure to prove agreement to purchase 345 

Failure to prove consignment sale : 

No breach of warranty found 

No liability by seller's agent for brokerage fee 434 

Respondent tendered check to complainant in ftill settlement 610 

DUMPING 


Certificate not secured 

FAILURE TO PAY PROMPTLY 

Publication of the facts 

Revocation of license 

Suspension of license 

F.O.B. SALE 


446 

814, S16, 333. 364, 866, 867, 369, 361 

380, 331, 862 




Inspection not accepted as accurate 

INSPECTION 

Lack of good delivery notification delayed 

Partial only 

INVOICES 

Inaccurate, virtually without evidentiary value, 

.Proof of contract terms 

JURISDICTION 

■ Cab8e.of,.aotiop acer]aal 


..870 

.419 

.370 

.689 

.414 

867 
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PAGE 


Subject to license under the Act...466, 475, 481, 489, 
LICENSE 


496, 50S, 609, 615, 602, 536, 
547, 554, 659, 566, 697 


Causing liability for payment...456. 476. 481. 489, 496, 503. 509, 515, 547, 554. 660, 


Revocation of. 

Suspension of. 

Terminated due to bankruptcy plan, 

merchantability 


566, 597 
316, 330, 331, 352 


.333 

314 


Failure to prove not in merchantable condition, 

misrepresentation 


Failure to prove 

PURCHASE PRICE 

Failure to pay 

Increase due to changed pick-up date. 

reconsideration/reopen 




.314, 316, 380, 331, 333, 352, 354, 366, 357, 360 



Correction of prior order 

Motion to reopen after default, denied. 

Order reopening after default 

Petition for reconsideration, denied 

Petition for reconsideration, dismissed. 
REJECTION 


612 

6S0 

627 

610, 615 

608. 609, 616 


Wrongful 

Wrongful, but accepted by seller 

REPARATION AWARDED 

Admission of indebtedness 

Admission of liability 

Balances due and owing on transoctiona 

Breach of "price after sale” agreement 

Contract terms disputed 

Dissatisfaction not basis for voiding agreement. 


400 

380 

606 

.467, 488 

541 

388 

373 


405 
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Failed to fulfill contract condition ^27 

Failure to keep account of sales 

Failure to pay 450. 466, 476. 481, 489, 496. 603, 509, 516, 647, 664. 559, 566. 586 

Failure to prove breach of warranty 30 ^ 

Failure to prove material misrepresentation ^^2 

Inspection not accepted as accurate g^o 

Lack of good delivery notification delayed ^ ig 

Merchantability cannot be proved due to inspection delay 

Oral contract upheld „ 



Respondent bound by broker's actions 

Respondent found to be purchaser ^23 

Wrongful rejection ^^0 

RESALE 


Breach of "price after sale" agreement. 

Prompt and proper 

STAY ORDER 


.388 

528 


Pending filing of an answer to the petition to reopen after de- 

627. 628, 629. 681, 632 

Pending filing of petition to rehear, reargue, and reconsider 61 3 

Vacated-prior order reinstated 607. 610, 611, 629. 680 

SUITABLE SHIPPING CONDITION 


Averaged condition defects 

Breach of warranty 

Bruising/ discoloration allowed by contract 

Inspecting less than half the units insufficient. 


409 

528, 541, 586 

414 

370 


breach of. 

'lr^)Ji:,ofi;/ailure to prove. 


.624, 628, 679, 686 
364.414 
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Of $350.00 ggg 
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Of $4, 500.00 

dismissal 

633, 634, 636. 638, 640 

garbage 

Unloaded in violation of regulationa 63S 

prohibited/restricted article 

Transported from Gypsy Moth high risk area .639 
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Violation 

BRUCELLOSIS 


672, 678, 681, 688, 686, 680, 688 


Exposed cattle moved interstate 

Violation of regulations, interstate movement...670, 678, 

CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $100.00 

Of $260.00 

Of $400.00 

Of $600.00 

Of $700.00 

Of $1,000.00 

Of $1,260.00 

Of $2,000.00 

Of $3, 000.00 

Of $4,600.00 

Of $6,000.00 

LICENSE 


674 

680, 688, 686, 686, 688, 

I 686, 091 

• 686 

1 683, 688 

686 

680, 081 

678 

663, 670. 672, G74 



691 

G78 



668 
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Of $1,000.00 694 

DISMISSAL 

By motion of complainant. 698 

No violation shown 699 

STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS 

Cease and desist from violating. 693, 694, 695, 696, 697 

Ordered to comply with concerning the buying, selling, and 
transporting of live animals 693 

Ordered to comply with regarding sanitation ...702 

HORSE PROTECTION ACT 

CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $760.00 712 

Of $2,000.00 712 

SORED HORSE 

Showing and exhibiting of. 712 


PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ACT, 1921 


ACCOUNTS OF SALE OR PURCHASE 

Failure to show true and correct weight and/or prices 740 

BILLING AND/OR COLLECTING 

Basis other than actual purchase prices and weights 740 

BONDING REQUIREMENT 

Violation of. 812, 814, 818, 819, 824 

CHECKS OR DRAFTS 

Issuing drafts without first obtaining written agreements from 
sellers authorizing payment by draft - 803, 822 

Issuing insufficient funds checks.... .......804, 806, 821, 855 

CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $400.00 814 

Of $1,000.00 816, 819 

Of $1,260.00 810 

Of $1,800.00. 


824 
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SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER PAGE 

Bonding requirements, in compliance with ,...828, 829 

SUSPENSION OP REGISTRATION 

826 



days 

90 days and thereafter until no longer Insolvent. ....808 

days 

160 days and thereafter until deficiency eliminated 804 

180 days and thereafter until in full compliance 745 

^^“days ggg 

9 months and thereafter until solvent 743 



Until in compliance with bonding requirements. 812, 814, 810 

UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES 

Robinson-Patman, violation of...... 

PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ACT, 1930 

AGENT 

Limitation of authority 

bankruptcy 

Not acceptable as defense in failure to pay 

Reparation action continued pending bankruptcy proceeding HOO 

BROKER 

Invoice shows respondent as buyer, not as broker 

CONSIGNMENT 

Breach of duty 

Consignee did not receive funds from sale 

Defined 

Failure to pay 

CONTRACT 


..748 


.1023 


.1038 

...098 

...986 

,,..880 

.,,.967 


Breach of: 

Evidence unconvincing. 


1084 
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PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ACT, 1930-Cont. 


CONTRACT-Cont. 


PAGE 


Failure to pay agreed to price.. 955 

Failure to prove 1029 

Existence of, failure to prove 


Modification through alleged misrepresentation 

ORO 

FEES AND EXPENSES 


Awarded to respondent „ 

RQ7 infi4 ina.! 

INSPECTION 


Considered timelv 


Obtained 8 days after acceotance.... , 



Obtained 12 days after unloading,... 

PRO 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE 


Shipment of produce 


MARKET PRICE 


Despite over 


RECONSIDERATION 


Petition for. dismissed 


Petition for reconsideration, denied 


RECORDS 


Loss of. „ 


REPARATION AWARDED 


Balance due and owlna 



Order requiring payment 919^ lOgg 

Payment due to complainant...880, 886, 897, 916, 920, 928, 936, 946, 961, 966, 967, 

974, 977, 982, 992, 994, 098, 1023, 1038, 1046, 

1066, 1060 

STAY ORDER 

Pending filing of answer to petition for recon8ideration...l066, 1067, 1070, 1071, 

1072,1078,1074,1076 

i Pending filing of petition for reconsideration 1066 

Pending filing of answer to petition to reopen after default 1066, 1100; 1101 

SUITABLE SHIPPING CONDITION 
i ififeach Pf warrapty..„.„„„i.,.. 


916, 920, 1020, 1027 
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PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ACT, 1930— Cont. 


CONTRACT PRICE 

Liable for full contract price....! 99^ 

“Open" 961 

CONTRACT TERM 

F.O.B. sale 1046, 1066 

Sale price disputed 1060 

Unspecified time period for sale 1048 

DEFAULT 

Order reinstating 1064 

Order reopening 1097, 1098, 1099 

DISMISSAL 

Authorized by complainant 1064 

Complainant did not suffer damages 966 

Complainant failed to show and amount remaining due from re* 
spondent 902 

Conditions not suitable for shipment 1027 

Failure to show breach of contract 1041 

For good cause shown 876 

Of complaint, following settlement 1074 

Of complaint, after reparation vacated 1072 

Parties reached "tenative resolve” .........1068 

Payment owed respondent exceeds complainant’s damc^es 1048 

No breach of contract committed by respondent 902 

Nothing due from respondent to complainant 877 

Respondent performed in accordance with contract 1004 

FAILURE TO PAY PROMPTLY 

Publication of the facts 870, 872, 874 

Breach of warranty, failure to prove 955, 974, 992, 1017 

Failure to prove 089 


UNDISPUTED AMOUNT 
Order requiring payment, 


,879, 919, 928, 1026, 1063 
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WARRANTY PAGE 

Breach of. ggj 

Breach of, failed to prove.,.. ggg 

PLANT QUARANTINE ACT 

BAGGAGE INSPECTION 

Failure to submit jjjg 

CIVIL PENALTY 



Of $160.00 

Of $260, 00 

OfWO 

Of WO 

Of $726,00 total for 3 respondents jjgg 

DISMISSAL 

For cause 

For good causo 1106,1109 

Prosecution no longer warranted j207 

GARBAGE 

Improper storage of. 1102,1108 

HOUSEHOLD GOODS MOVEMENT FROM CONTROLLED TO 
Failure to inspect .... 


JURISDICTION 
Admitted 


1103 
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AGRICULTURAL MARKETING ACT OP 19*16 

dismissal page 

Not an issue that requires an evidentiary hearing for resolu- 
tion 1132 

ANIMAL QUARANTINE AND RELATED LAWS 
CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $200.00 1134. 1144 

Of $250.00 1151 

Of$a00.00 1156 

Of $600.00 1137, 1147, 1161 

Of $600.00 1163 

Of $850.00 1145 

Of $900.00 1166 

Of $1,000.00 1148, 1155, 1159 

Of $1.200.00 1139 

Of $1,600.00 1141 

Of $2.000.00 1158 

Of $3,000.00 1162 

Of $8,000.00 .,..1136 

DISMISSAL 

Dismissal of Complaint. 1 166 

SWINE HEALTH PROTECTION ACT 

Violation of, feeding garbage 1143 

ANIMAL WELFARE ACT 

CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $1,000. 00 1169, 1170 

Of $26, 000.00 1170 

STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS 

Ordered to comply with standards dealing with, but not limited 
to, facilities, space, sanitation, veterinary care, and handling. 1167 
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PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ACT, 1921 
ACCOUNTS AND RECORDS 

Keep and maintain, which fully disclose all transactions 

ADMISSION 


PAGE 

...1192 


Respondent admits not paying for produce. 
APPEAL 


1233, 1231 


Denial of, late 

BONDING REQUIREMENT 

Violation of, 

CHECKS OR DRAFTS 

Issuing insufficient funds checks 

CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $325.00 

Of $600.00 

Of $600.00 

Of $3.000.00 

Of $7, 600, 00 

Of $8, 600.00 

CUSTODIAL ACCOUNT 

Failure to maintain 

Shippers' proceeds failure to deposit. 
DEALER 


1220 

1175, 1179, 1181, 1188, 1197, 1200, 1206 

■ 1176, 1179, 1189 

1213 

1191 

1188, 1200 







1184 

1184 


Bond, failure to file and maintain 

Failure to pay when due 

Issuing insufficient funds checks 

Misuse of funds received as proceeds from sales 

Ordered not to engage in business es dealer or market 

Suspended as a registrant 

Suspended for 80 days 

FR AND MARKET AGENCY 


1191 

1199, 1212. 1213 

1104, 1199, 1206. 1218 

1184 

agency 1191 

1188, 1194, 1199 
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MAY-JUNE 1985 

PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ACT, 1921— Cont. 
dealer and market AGENCY— Cont. PAGE 

Failure to pay when due 117S 

Permitting employees to purchase livestock out of consign- 
ments „..1206 

Suspended as a registrant 1176- 

INSOLVENCY 

Current liabilities exceeds current assets 1186 

Engaging in business while insolvent - .,,..1173 

PACKER 

Failure to pay when due. 1189 

Insufficient funds checks issuing. ...............1189 

PAYMENT 

Failure to pay when due 1176, 1179, 1218 

SHIPPERS’ PROCEEDS ACCOUNT 

Failure to deposit into 1213, 1216 

Failure to maintain 1216 

Failure to maintain properly 1218 

Misuse of funds 1216 

SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER 

Bonding requirements, in compliance with, suspension terminat- 
ed 1219, 1226 

SUSPENSION OP REGISTRATION 

Suspended for: 

14 days 1208 

76 days 1206 

90 days 1209 

Vh years 1176 

Until in compliance with bonding requiremento 1181, 1182 

Until solvent 1176 

PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ACT, 1930 
ADMISSION 

Respondent admits not paying for produce 1299 
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PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ACT, 1930-Cont. 


APPEAL 
Motion denied, 


Order denying 

BANKRUPTCY 

Reparation action continued pending bankruptcy proceeding 1371, 1378 1429 

CONTRACT 


Breach of, failure to prove.. 
CONTRACT PRICE 


Liable for full contract price jggg 

CORRECTIONS 


Default order corrected, 


COUNTERCLAIM 


Dismissal of.. 


1366 


DAMAGES 


Based on percent of defecta., 
Denied 


Failure to submit sufficient evidence of loss 1307 

DEFAULT 


Default order reinstated 2^27 

DISMISSAL 

Amount of damage equal contract price 1330 

Complainant filed claim in another court 1370 

Complaint is without merit iggg 

No new evidence - nno 


Petition for reconsideration denied iggi 

Petition for reconsideration dismissed 1384, 1380, 1393, 1396, 1398, 1400 

Respondent tendered check to complainant in full settlement, ..1870, 1379 , 1380, 
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PURCHASE PRICE-Cont. PAGE 

Failure to pay and/or failure to pay when due. 1261 

Failure to pay in full 1240 

Failure to pay promptly 1261 

RECONSIDERATION/REOPEN 

Correction of prior order 1S69 

Order reopening after default 1372, 1422, 1424 

Petition for reconaideration denied 1234, 1374, 1373, 1377 

Petition for reconsideration dismissed 1374 

Reinstating default order 1372 

REPARATION AWARDED 


Admission of liability 1273, 1274. 1297, 1298, 1363. 1364, 1365 

Balances due and owing on transactions...l265, 1268, 1274, 1278, 1280, 1289, 1293, 

1827, 1334, 1347. 1353 

Failure to pay 1268, 1312, 1316, 1816, 1331 

Liable for contract price 1388 

Method atterbating payment .....1346 

Respondent admits receiving and accepting produce 1299 

STAY ORDER 


Pending filing of petition for reconsideration 1 368 

Pending motion for reconsideration 1876 

Pending motion to reopen or reconsider. 1375 

Pending petition for reconsideration 1376 

Pending petition to rehear and reopen - 1377 

■ Pending petition to reopen after default 1425, 1426, 1428 

Pending reply to notice to show good cause 1422, 1423, 1424 

Pending submission of good cause for not filing. 1423 

Vacated * 1377, 1427 

Vacated— prior order reinstated....... ...1370 

WARRANTY 

Breech of, failure to prove * 1353 
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CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $100.00 

Of $126.00 

Of $260.00 

Of $326.00 

Of $376.00 

Of $400.00 

Of $600.00 

DISMISSAL 

Complaint diamisaed 

PROHIBITED/RESTRICTED ARTICLE 
Tranaporting prohibited fruits to U.S 


CUMULATIVE SUBJECT INDEX 
MAY-JUNE 1985 
PLANT QUARANTINE ACT 


PAGE 
1431, 1432 

1441 

1434 

1438 

1435 

1440 

1437 

1446 


1447 
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JULY-AUGUST I98S 

ANIMAL QUARANTINE AND RELATED LAWS 
BRUCELLOSIS PAGE 

Exposed cattle moved interstate. 1484 

CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $150.00 1481 

Of $200.00 1466 

Of $400.00 1479, 1484, 1486 

Of $500.00 1472 

Of $600.00, partially held in abeyance 1474 

Of $625.00 1476 

Of $760.00 1465, 1468 

Of $900.00 1469 

Of $1,000.00 1477 

Of $1.600.00 1484 

Of $1,600.00, partially held in abeyance 1482 

DISMISSAL 

Granted 1468 

VETERINARY ACCREDITATION 

Suspension 1471 

PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ACT, 1921 
ACCOUNTS AND RECORDS 

Fully and correctly disclose all transactions 1621, 1623, 1633 

Fully and correctly disclose true nature of all transactions 1583 

ACCOUNTS OF SALE OR PURCHASE 

Keep and maintain, which fully disclose all transactions.. 1521, 1623 

BONDING REQUIREMENT 

Violation of. 1490. 1497, 1506, 1509, 1617, 1635, 1538. 1540 

CHECKS OR DRAFTS 

Issuing insufficient funds checks 1494, 1496, 1601, 1513, 1515, 1525 

CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $7 60.00 
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PAGE 


Of $1,000.00 

Of $1,500.00 

Of $1,800.00 

Of $2,000.00 

Of $6,000.00, partially suspended 

Of $7,000.00 

Of $10, 000.00 

CONSIGNMENT 

Engaging in any act that would operate as a fraud or deceit re- 
garding purchase or sale of livestock 

DEALER 


1504 

.1490, 1640 

1517 

1609 

1492 

1504 

1621, 1628 


1601 


Accounts and records, fully and correctly disclose all transac- 


Bond, failure to file and maintain 1490 ^ 1609, 1617 

Failure to pay and/or failure to pay when due 1613 , 1638 , 1648 

Issuing insufficient funds checks 1496, 1613, 1648 

Prohibited from engaging in business subject to the Act 1496, 1409 

Suspended as a registrant 1499^ 16 is, 1633 ^ issg 

DEALER AND MARKET AGENCY 


Engaging in any act that would operate as a fraud or deceit re- 
garding purchase or sale of livestock 

Failure to deposit into and/or maintain properly "Shippers’ Pro- 
ceeds Account" 1504 ^ jgjg 

Failure to maintain a reasonable bond 1497 , 1606, 1618, 1636 

Issuing insufilcient funds checks 1506 1627 

Suspended as a registrant I 527 1535 

MARKET AGENCY 


Failure to maintain "Shippers’ Proceeds Account" 

Failure to pay and/or failure to pay when due... 

Suspended as a registrant for 14 days and thereafter until custo- 
dial account deficit is eliminated 

y lolation of bonding requirement.......; 


.1616, 1685 
1488 

1611 

1640 
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3141 


NET PROCEEDS PAGE 

Failure to remit when due 1438, 1494, 1515, 1525 

PACKER 

Accounts and records, fully and correctly disclose all transac- 
tions 1621, 1623 

Failure to pay and/or failure to pay when due. 3621, 1623 

PURCHASE PRICE 

Failure to pay and/or failure to pay when due 1496 

SCALES AND WEIGHING 

Failing to operate livestock scales in accordance with regula- 
tions 1492 

SHIPPERS’ PROCEEDS ACCOUNT 

Failure to deposit into 1488, 1494, 1504, 1511, 1527, 1536 

Failure to maintain properly. 1494, 1601, 1506, 1611, 1515, 1518, 1625, 1527, 1636 

Suspension of registration until deficit in account is eliminated 1494 

SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER 

Deficit in custodial account eliminated 1541 

Bonding requirement, in compliance with, suspension terminat- 
ed 1641 

Suspension provisions modified 1542 

SUSPENSION OF REGISTRATION 

Suspended for; 

14 days and thereafter until custodial account deficit is elimi- 
nated 1511 

21 days and thereafter until custodial account deficit is elimi- 
nated 1494 

28 days and thereafter until solvent 1488 

35 days and thereafter until current assets exceed liabilities 1606, 1518 

120 days — 1516 

120 days and thereafter until in compliance with bonding re- 
quirements - 1516 

180 days * 1683 

6 months 1613 
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PAGE 


6 months and thereafter until custodial account it deficit is 

eliminated 1497 _ i627 

6 months and thereafter until in full compliance with bonding 

requirements 1527 

8 months and thereafter until in full compliance with bonding 

requirements 

5 years 

Until in compliance with bonding requirements 1490, 1685 

PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ACT, 1930 
ACCEPTANCE OF COMMODITY 

By unloading 1684,1600 

Causing liability for freight 1 Y 17 

Mixed truckload treated as commercial unit 1647 

Untimely rejection 

ACCOUNTINGS 


Failure to account truly and correctly. 
BANKRUPTCY 


Reparation action continued pending bankruptcy proceeding 1762 

COMPLAINT 


Dismissal of. 
CONTRACT 


Breach of, burden of proof on complainant 

Evidence necessary in unwritten contract dispute... 
CONTRACT PRICE 

Liable for full contract price 

CONTRACT TERM 

Breach of, grade of produce and shipping condition, 

Failure to make grade 

F.O.B. or delivered sale 

Modification of original 

-COUNTERCLAIM - 1 ■ .s. 
i- !.;Di8mls8al of. 


.1640 

.1636 

,1662 

.1667 

1714 

1662 

1622 

1670 
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JULY-AUGUST 1986 

PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ACT, 1930— Cont. 
COUNTERCLAIM-Cont. PAGl 

Dismissal of, complaint was untimely filed - - 

Dismissal of, failure to prove breach of warranty. 1666 

COURT DECISION 

U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District of Texas, 

Dallas Division — Payment subject to PACA trust....... 1546 

U.S. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit— Motion for 
stay denied * 

DAMAGES 

Breach of suitable shipping* condition warranty...... 1662 

Disposition of goods necessary to prove damages ,.1693 

Failure to prove - - '1647, 1667 

DELIVERED SALE 

Contract terras disputed 1662 

Respondent's claim not supported 1339 

DISMISSAL 

Complainant authorized dismissal of complaint 1740, 1741, 1744, 1761, 1762 

Complainant failed to prove existence of normal transportation 
conditions 1334 

Effective rejection 1352 

Setoff allowed l'?29 

FAILURE TO PAY PROMPTLY 

Publication of the facta.,.. .1678, 1683, 1602, 1607 

Revocation of license 1570, 1678, 1620 

F.O.B. SALE 

Respondent responsible for transportation delay 1640 

Respondent's claim of delivered sale not supported 1699 

Rolling acceptance or destination sale 1662 

Suitable shipping condition warranty, not applicable. 1630 

INSPECTION 

Delayed inspection cannot confirm earlier condition 1670 

Information on inspection certificate not sufficient to prove com- 
modity size 
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INSPECTION-Cont. 


PAGE 


Partial only 1711 , 1727 

JURISDICTION 

Interstate nature of sale upheld 1697 

LICENSE 


Person licensed as a dealer under the Act is subject to discipline 
whether or not actually a dealer. 1607 

Revocation of. 1570, 1572, 1573, 1620 

MARKET PRICE 


Used to determine damages 1636 

MARKET PROTECTION 

Adjustment for market decline never conveyed 1681 


Produce purchased under guarantee of. 1702 

MISREPRESENTATION 

Of selling prices or other charges 

PURCHASE PRICE 

Failure to pay in full 

Setoff due to cover purchase 1729 

RECONSIDERATION/REOPEN 

Motion to reopen after default, denied .,1760, 1766 

Order reopening after default 1760, 1768, 1766 

Petition for reconsideration, denied 1740, 1746 


Petition for reconsideration, di8mis6ed...l782, 1736, 1788, 1741, 1746, 1748, 1761, 

1762 

Petition to reopen, denied I 745 

REJECTION 

Effective rejection puts burden of proof on shipper. 1662 

Failure to notify shipper when shipper unknown 1693 


Untimely 

Wrongful 

REPARATION AWARDED 

ofliability 1678, 1676, 1677, 1678, 1879, 1680, 1708. 1709, 1710 
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m 


reparation AWARDED-Cont. PAG! 

Dispute regarding which party should receive payment 170t 

Failure to pay 1674, 1725 

Lie detector tests not admissible 1636 

Rules of Practice requirements for respondent's answer. 1697 

RESALE 

Reasonableness as test for propriety of.. 1714 

STAY ORDER 


Pending filing of an answer to the petition for reconsideration 1734, 1735, 1749 

Pending filing of an answer to the (>etition to reopen after de- 
fault 1764 

Pending filing of reason for not fllinga timely answer. 1769 

Vacated— prior order reinstated 1748, 1750, 1766 

SUITABLE SHIPPING CONDITION 


Breach of warranty 1626, 1662, 1657, 1662, 1670, 1681, 1717 


Breach of warranty, failure to prove 1630, 1727 

Warranty voided when transportation conditions not normal 1684 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICES AND CONDITIONS 

Abnormal, failure to prove 1662 

Abnormal temperatures 1626 

Burden of proving normal conditions on complainant. 1684 

UNDISPUTED AMOUNT 


Order requiring payment of. 1644, 1646, 1646, 1651, 1661, 1724, 1726, 1726 

WARRANTY 


Breach of, 1662. 1670, 1681, 1684, 1727 

Breach of, failure to prove 1666 

PLANT QUARANTINE ACT 


CIVIL PENALTY 


Of $260.00 1778, 1780, 1788 

Of $375.00 - 1768. 177S 

Of $400.00 1775 

Of $600.00 - 1769 
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CIVIL PENALTY-Cont. 

Of $760.00 1776 

Of $1,000.00 

DISMISSAL 

1771, 1782 

GARBAGE 

Storage of regulated garbage aboard vessel 1776, 1783 

PROHIBITED/RESTRICTED ARTICLE 

Disinfecting not done... 

Fumigation not done 

Imported without permit 177 g 

Prohibited entry 177 g 

Transported from gypsy moth high risk area 1780 
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SEPTEMBER-OCTOBER 1985 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING AGREEMENT ACT, 1937 

dismissal 

Of interlocutory appeal 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING ACT. 1946 

SANCTION 


vM* 


Withdrawal and denial of poultry grading and acceptance serv- 

1881. 

ANIMAL QUARANTINE AND RELATED LAWS 

avian influenza 

Eggs transported interstate from quarantined area 183'*^ 

BRUCELLOSIS 


Exposed cattle moved interstate. 
Reactor cattle moved interstate.. 
CIVIL PENALTY 


1814, 182fl, 1823 
1812 


Of 9150.00 

Of S250.00 

Of 9300,00 

Of 9350,00 

Of 9375.00 

Of 9500, 00 

Of 9600.00 

Of $625.00 

Of $760.00 

Of $1,000,00 

Of $1,000.00, partially held in abeyance. 

Of $1,250.00 

Of $2.400.00 

Of $10.360.00 


1812 

■ 1822 

1800, 3814 

1828 

1817 

..1820, 182B 

1819 

1837 

3806, 3806, 1830 

1831, 1833 

1815 

1808 

1820 

1826 


DISMISSAL 
Granted 


1823 
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SEPTEMBER-OCTOBER 1985 
ANIMAL WELFARE ACT 


CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $500.00 

Of $1,000.00, suspended 

Of $2,000.00, suspended 

DISMISSAL 

Granted 

No longer operating business. 
LICENSE 


PAGE 

1839 

1840, 1849 

1851 

1839, 1840, 1863 
1849, 1851, 1863 


Revoked. 


1840, 1861 


SALE OR TRANSPORTATION 

Of any animal without obtaining a license 

STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS 

Cease and desist from violating 

EGG RESEARCH AND CONSUMER 
DISMISSAL 




1839, 1840, 1849, 1861 

INFORMATION ACT 


For good cause, without prejudice. 

FEDERAL MEAT INSPECTION ACT 
INSPECTION SERVICES 

Withdrawal and denial of, 

SANCTION 


1854 


1866, 1881. 1884. 1886 


Withdrawal and denial of meat and poultry grading and accept- 
ance services ' 

HORSE PROTECTION ACT 

CIVIL PENALTY 
Of $2,000.00 

PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ACT, 1921 

advertising and PROMOTIONS 

Proportionally equal terms to all customers 

AGENT (REPARATION) 

unpaid-for purchases for himself, not in capac- 


1880, 1888 


1918 


1971 


,2006 
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BONniNG REQUIREMENT 


PAGE 


Violation of. 

CHECKS OR DRAFTS 


I9SD, 1934 


Issuing insufficient funds checks 1923, 1926, 1927, 1928 , 1965 , 1967, 1973, 1997 


CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $2, 500.00 

Of $5, 000.00 

Of $10,000.00 

Of $10,000.00, following court's remand. 

Of $20.000.00 

DEALER 


1927, 1932, 1936 

1962 

1971 

2002 

1962 


Ce^ and desjst from any business requiring bonding under the 

1930, 1973 

Failure to pay niid/or failure to pay when due 1925, 1928, 19S4, 1997 

Is.™ing insufficient funds checks f 928, 1984,’ 1997 

Suspended as a rep.,trunt 

DEAIsER AND MARKET AGENCY 


Failure to depo.sit into and/or maintain projierly “Shippera' Pro- 
ceeds Account 

Failure to pay when due 

Issuing insufficient funds checks 

Ordered not to engage in business for specified period 


1969 

1966, 1967 

1966. 1967, 1973 
1921 


Suspended as a registrant , 5 , 55 ^ 

Weighing violations 


INSOLVENCY 


Cease and desist from engaging in business as a dealer or 
market agency while insolvent. 

Engaging in business while insolvent. 

MARKET AGENCY 

Cease and desist from any business requiring bonding under the 
Act 

Prohibited from business for specified period 

Suspended as a registrant 


I9S0 

1927 


19S0, 1934 

1921 

..........1999 
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NET PROCEEDS PAGE 

Failure to remit when due 

Using funds received to pay for livestock for their own pur- 
poses 

PACKER 

Failure to pay and/or failure to pay when due 1923 1932 

Fraudulently altering weights and collecting payment on that 
basis 

Insufficient funds checks, issuing.,.,. 1927 

Purchase price, failing to pay in full 1932 

PURCHASE CONTRACTS OR AGREEMENTS 

Agent transacted unpald-for purchases for himself, not in capac- 
ity as agent 2006 

SCALES AND WEIGHING 

Fraudulently altering weights 

SHIPPERS’ PROCEEDS ACCOUNT 

Failure to deposit into 

Failure to maintain properly 1973 

SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER 

Bonding requirements, in compliance with, suspension terminat- 

^ 2003, 2004 

Civil penalty assessed following court's remand 2002 

No longer insolvent 

SUSPENSION OF REGISTRATION 
Suspended for; 

21 days and thereafter until shortage eliminated 1999 

1986 

46 days and thereafter until deficit eliminated.....,., 1909 

120 ^ays 

120 days and thereafter until solvent 

; 1926 

I months and thereafter until in full compliance with bonding 

r^uirem^^^ I 934 

1921 , 1966 
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HANKIIUJTCY 


t'oiniilrtliU ilIntiiiMpd, inallcr "undoubtodly resolved" by Bank* 


niittvy ('onrl .......2180 

omrlai notice taken of respondonCs bonkruptcy ploodlnge..... 2021 

UviitirHlltin iictinn contlniicd iiendlng bankruptcy proceeding. 2168 

fllKCKH 

TenderctI In full Bal tleinonl of disputed amount 2088 

Negotiating check# doo# not prove nccord and snllsfacUon. 2124 

COMPUINT 

Riamiraal of, 

eom'RACT 

Alignment olnlmed! following disaolutien of partnership 2064 

Breach of, undemlMsd commodity 2110 
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Contractual relationship proved 

F.O.B. assumed absent term explicitly allocating loss, 

Modification of. 

CONTRACT TERM 


2081 

2073 

2138 


F.O.B, sale, grade condition. 

Protection agreement 

COUNTERCLAIM 

Dismissal of. 

DAMAGES 


,2146 

.2128 

2067 


Failure to prove 

Failure to ship goods in suitable shipping condition, 
DISMISSAL 


2067. 2110, 2118 
2146 


Complainant authorized dismissal of complaint. 

Complainant did not file timely complaint 

Complainant filed claim in another court 


2162. 2160 

2179 

2162, 2168, 2154, 2183 


Of complaint, matter "undoubtedly resolved” by Bankruptcy 
Court 

Of counterclaim, failure to prove breach of contract 

Secretary lacks jurisdiction 

Short weight verified 


.2180 

2067 

2116 

2106 


DUMPING 


Certificate not secured 

FAILURE TO PAY PROMPTLY 


Publication of the facts. 

Revocation of license 

F.O.B. SALE 


2012, 2013. 2016, 2048 
2016, 2021 


F.O.B. contract assumed absent term explicitly allocating loss, 


INSPECTION 

Neutral third party must inspect scientific sampling. 
JURISDICTION 

.Failure to prove goods in interstate commmerce 
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TRANSPORTATION SERVICES AND CONDITIONS 
Respondent liable in F.O.B. sale for damage of produce while in 


transit 2084 

UNDISPUTED AMOUNT 

Order correcting prior order 2169 

Order requiring payment of. 2076, 2077, 2128 

WARRANTY 


Breach of. 

Breach of, failure to prove 

PLANT QUARANTINE ACT 

CIVIL PENALTY 

Of $176.00 

Of $260.00 

Of $376.00 

Of $400.00 

Of $600.00 

Of $760.00 

Of $800.00 

Of $860, 00 

Of $2, 000.00 

Of $2, 100.00 

DISMISSAL 

Granted 

GARBAGE 

Not in proper receptablea 

PROHIBITED/RESTRICTED ARTICLE 
TmnArtflrf with mitigating circumstances not relevant, 


2118 

2067, 2070, 2078, 2138 


2219 

2201 

2184, 2187 

2185 

2184 

2188. 2190, 2190, 2214 

2212 

2218 

2102 

2216 
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